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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
OVERVIEW

This Supplemental Public Facility Finance Plan (PFFP) addresses the public facility needs
associated with the Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment. The
developer proposed project as described in the SPA Plan is sometimes referred to as “The
Project” or the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan in this PFFP. The PFFP has been
prepared under the requirements of the City of Chula Vista’s Growth Management Program
and Chapter 9, Growth Management of the Otay Ranch General Development Plan (GDP).
The preparation of the Supplemental PFFP is required in conjunction with the preparation of
the SPA Plan Amendment for the project to ensure that the phased development of the project
is consistent with the overall goals and policies of the City’s General Plan, Growth
Management Program, and the Otay Ranch General Development Plan (GDP) which was
adopted by the Chula Vista City Council on October 28, 1993, and may be amended from
time to time to ensure that the development of the project will not adversely impact the City’s
Quality of Life Threshold Standards. This Supplemental PFFP meets the policy objectives of
the Otay Ranch GDP.

This PFFP is based upon the phasing and project information that has been presented in the
Otay Ranch GDP and the Village of Montecito SPA Plan Amendments dated July, 2014.
The PFFP begins by analyzing the existing demand for facilities based upon the demand from
existing development and those projects with various entitlements through the year 2018.
Further, the PFFP uses the developer proposed phasing to determine the associated impacts.

When specific thresholds are projected to be reached or exceeded based upon the analysis of
the phased development of the project, the PFFP provides recommended mitigation necessary
for continued compliance with the Growth Management Program and Quality of Life
Threshold Standards. The PFFP does not propose different development phasing from that
proposed by the project or alternative plans, but may indicate that the development phasing
should be limited or reduced until certain actions are taken to guarantee public facilities will
be available or provided to meet the Quality of Life Threshold Standards. Subsequent
changes to the phasing shall require an amendment to this PFFP.

Typically, as an applicant receives each succeeding development approval, the applicant must
perform the required steps that will ensure the timely provision of the required facility.
Failure to perform the required step curtails additional development approvals. The typical
steps are illustrated below:

Performance of Facility Thresholds

GDP:

o Goals, objectives & policies established.
o Facility thresholds established.

e Processing requirements established.

SPA:

e Facility financing refined and funding source identified consistent with GDP goals,
objectives & policies.

1 Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
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o Facility demand and costs calculated consistent with adopted land uses and GDP defined
methodologies.

e Specific facility financing and phasing analysis performed to assure compliance with
Growth Management Threshold Standards.

o Facilities sited and zoning identified.

Tentative Map:
e Subdivision approval conditioned upon assurance of facility funding.

e Subdivision approval conditioned upon payment of fees, or the dedication, reservation or
zoning of land for identified facilities.

e Subdivision approval conditioned upon construction of certain facility improvements.

Final Map:
e Tentative Map conditions performed.

e Lots created.

Building Permit:
e Impact fees paid as required.

The critical link between the threshold standards and development entitlements is the PFFP.
Part Il, Chapter 9, Section C of the GDP/SPA Processing Requirements, General
Development Plan Implementation, requires the preparation of Public Facility Financing and
Phasing Plans as a condition of approval of all SPAs. This PFFP satisfies the GDP
requirement. The PFFP requires the preparation and approval of phasing schedules showing
how and when facilities and improvements necessary to serve proposed development will be
installed or financed to meet the threshold standards, including:

e Aninventory of present and future requirements for each facility.
e A summary of facilities cost.

e A facility phasing schedule establishing the timing for installation or provisions of
facilities.

¢ A financing plan identifying the method of funding for each facility required.
e A fiscal impact report analyzing SPA consistency with the Subregional Plan (SRP).

Subsection C of the City of Chula Vista Municipal Code (CVMC) Section 19.09.100 (Growth
Management Ordinance) requires that if the City Manager determines that facilities or
improvements within a PFFP are inadequate to accommodate any further development within
that area the City Manager shall immediately report the deficiency to the City Council. If the
City Council determines that such events or changed circumstances adversely affect the
health, safety or welfare of City, the City may require amendment, modification, suspension,
or termination of an approved PFFP.
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A. General Conditions for Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Supplemental PFFP

1.

All development within the boundaries of the PFFP for the project shall conform to
the provisions of Section 19.09 of the Chula Vista Municipal Code (Growth
Management Ordinance) as may be amended from time to time and to the provisions
and conditions of this Public Facilities Financing Plan.

All development within the boundaries of the PFFP for the project shall be required
to pay development impact fees, unless the developer has entered into a separate
agreement with the City, for public facilities, transportation and other applicable fees
pursuant to the most recently adopted program by the City Council, and as amended
from time to time. Development within the boundaries of the Otay Ranch Village 2
& a Portion of 4 SPA shall also be responsible for fair share proportionate fees that
are necessary to meet the adopted facility performance standards as they relate to the
SPA Plan and subdivision application.

The Public Facilities Finance Plan shall be implemented in accordance with Chula
Vista Municipal Code (CVMC) 19.09.090. Future amendments shall be in
accordance with CVMC 19.09.100 and shall incorporate newly acquired data, to add
conditions and update standards as determined necessary by the City through the
required monitoring program. Amendment to this Plan may be initiated by action of
the Planning Commission, City Council or property owners at any time. Any such
amendments must be approved by the City Council.

Approval of this PFFP does not constitute prior environmental review for projects
within the boundaries of this Plan. All future projects within the boundaries of this
PFFP shall undergo environmental review as determined appropriate by the City of
Chula Vista.

Approval of this PFFP does not constitute prior discretionary review or approval for
projects within the boundaries of the Plan. All future projects within the boundaries
of the this PFFP shall undergo review in accordance with the Chula Vista Municipal
Code. This PFFP analyzes the maximum allowable development potential for
planning purposes only. The approval of this plan does not guarantee specific
development densities.

The facilities and phasing requirements identified in this PFFP are based on the
proposed Project Site Utilization Plan (Exhibit 3).

The plan analysis is based upon the phasing presented in this document. Changes to
phasing may require an amendment to the PFFP.

The proposed dwelling unit yield for the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan may not
be achieved at the subdivision level. The maximum density as specified for
individual parcels shall not be exceeded; however, actual dwelling unit yields for
projects will be determined by field conditions, site plan and architectural review,
and a number of external factors that influence the design and density of individual
projects. This process of modifying the density or intensity of development is
detailed in the SPA Plan.

Prior to the first final map developer shall provide letters of permission to grade off
site or provide interim slopes within the project at all locations where the edge
condition has not been constructed prior to each final map.
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B. Public Facility Cost and Fee Summary Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Amendment

The following tables identify and summarize the various facility costs associated with
development of the project. The facilities and their costs are identified in detail in
subsequent sections of this document. The tables indicate a recommended financing
alternative based upon current Chula Vista practices and policies. However, where
another financing mechanism may be shown at a later date to be more effective, the City
may implement such other mechanisms in accordance with City policies. This will allow
the City maximum flexibility in determining the best use of public financing to fund
public infrastructure improvements.

The Traffic Impact Analysis Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Revised Report, March 4,
2014 by Chen + Ryan has identified onsite and offsite road improvements that will be
required as the result of the development of the project. The improvement projects listed
include both offsite and onsite improvements. Most of the improvement projects are
eligible for funding through the City's Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF)
program. In the event the developer constructs a TDIF improvement, the cost of the
improvement may be eligible for credit against TDIF fees. Construction of non-TDIF
eligible improvements shall be completed by the developer as a project exaction.

TDIF Fees and traffic signal fees generated by the project are identified on Table A.1.
Funding for street improvements may be accomplished in one or more possible funding
alternatives such as:

» Payment of TDIF fees.

« Construction of improvements by developer with credit toward DIF fees on building
permits.

» Financing through assessment districts or Community Facility Districts (CFD).
» Expenditure of available DIF account funds.

« Construction of improvements by other developers.

» Federal Funds.

Some off-site sewer, drainage and water facilities may be the responsibility of the
developer if the facility is needed to support the proposed development.

The project is anticipated to require one elementary school, which is to be constructed
with funding through a Mello-Roos CFD that will be established by the Chula Vista
Elementary School District. The project will generate Middle and High School age
students. The project will participate in a CFD to be established by the Sweetwater
Union High School District.

The project will trigger development impact fees for parks and libraries. Police, fire and
emergency medical services, civic center, corporation yard, and other city public facilities
will be funded, in part, from revenues generated from the payment of Public Facilities
Development Impact Fees at building permit issuance.

Altogether, the City’s development impact fees facility for the Project are summarized on
Table A.1.
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Table A.1

Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Summary of DIF Fees and Facilities*

Facility Deri(;:I[;Pi/on Fee Estimate DIF Program Timing FSuor:JdrI:eg szltnhccl)gg
Transportation ;’;i?lsiﬁggtatlon $16,736,616 Transportation Facilities Pay prior to issuance of TDIF exaction Fee Program
Traffic Signal $610,006 Traffic Signal Fee Building Permit DIF exaction Fee Program
Subtotal $17,346,622
Potable . City DIF fees do not appl ide Ci i Capacity Fees
Water 624 & 711 Zone  [To be Determined by OWD y to the OWD i I?/:/(;}/elﬁea\gitlgblziﬂ?;ﬁ{e?:xg) OWD CIP Fees ang Exa%tions
. i required improvements prior to i
\F}\fgt‘é‘r:'ed 680 Zone To be Determined by owp| 'Y D't'; ftf]eesg\‘,’v'[‘)"t apply obroval of the Final Map. | OWD CIP Fees g:g@;{ggﬁ:
Sewer Connect to exist 805, 19$ Can;gr??SIa(I:tag)r/g:kgéglvvce)lrfDlF Pay prior to issuance of DIF exaction Fee Program
sewer $5,482,719 Sewer Participation Fee Building Permit CIP/Development| Fee Program
Subtotal $6,287,916
Drainage Connect to exist SD N/A not required for Salt Creek N/A Developer funded Exaction
No specific Provide documentatioq that_
Schools facility N/A School Fees schc_;ol fees have bger_m paid prior Mello-Roos CFD CFD
to issuance of Building Permit
Parks PAD Fees?, ®* $20,291,132 PAD Fees Prior to issuance of Bldg Permif ~ PAD Fees Fee Program
Recreation Pay PFDIF Fee $1,875,962 Public Facilities DIF Prior to issuance of Bldg Permit] PFDIF Fee Program
Library Pay PFDIF Fee $2,471,084 Public Facilities DIF Prior to issuance of Bldg Permit PFDIF Fee Program
Fire & EMS Pay PFDIF Fee $1,550,110 Public Facilities DIF Prior to issuance of Bldg Permit] PEDIF Fee Program
Police Pay PFDIF Fee $2,858,795 Public Facilities DIF Prior to issuance of Bldg Permit] PFDIF Fee Program
Civic Pay PFDIF Fee $4, 100,010 Public Facilities DIF Prior to issuance of Bldg Permit] PEDIF Fee Program
Corp. Yard Pay PFDIF Fee $ 585,033 Public Facilities DIF Prior to issuance of Bldg Permit PFDIF Fee Program
Admin Pay PFDIF Fee $ 892,191 Public Facilities DIF Prior to issuance of Bldg Permit] PFDIF Fee Program
Subtotal $34,624,317
Total $58,258,855

B~ W N P

Fees presented in this table are estimates only. The actual fee will be calculated prior to building permit issuance.
See Section 1X Parks, Trails and Open Space for the details of the Park Acquisition and Development Fee.
In-lieu of PAD Fee payment, Developer may elect to build turnkey parks.

Or deferral threshold in effect
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1.1.

1.2.

Introduction

This Supplemental PFFP identifies each public facility and service improvement needed to
support the Village 2 comprehensive SPA Plan project, with the appropriate funding sources.
The implementing actions covered by the Supplemental PFFP are:

e Use of Public Financing Mechanisms where applicable.

e Construction of major streets, sewer, water and drainage facilities.

¢ Internal subdivision improvements pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act.

e Provision of other public facilities.

e Maintenance of certain facilities such as open space areas and street medians.

Background

A Master Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) was completed for the 23,000-acre
Otay Ranch community in 1993. The discretionary actions associated with the Otay Ranch
project, including the zoning of the project area and adoption of the Otay Ranch General
Development Plan (GDP), were approved by the City of Chula Vista concurrently with the
PEIR. As part of the first SPA Plan in Otay Ranch, a Project-level EIR was completed which
considered the impacts associated with the annexation of the Otay Valley Parcel, including
the project site, from the County of San Diego to the City of Chula Vista.

Village 2 is the seventh in a series of approvals addressing development of the Otay Ranch
Master Planned Community. SPA One was the first Otay Ranch SPA Plan. This plan
covered Otay Ranch Villages 1 and 1-West and Village 5. Subsequent SPA Plans have been
approved for Villages 6 (2002), 7 (2004), 11 (2001), Freeway Commercial (2004) Eastern
Urban Center (2009) and the Village 8 West & Village 9 (2014).

The Otay Ranch Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 SPA Plan was approved by the Chula
Vista City Council on May 23, 2006 and permitted 2,786 dwelling units with parks,
elementary school site, commercial, and industrial land uses. This SPA Plan was
subsequently modified through two administrative substantial conformance approvals in
2007. Additionally, in 2012 the Village 2 SPA Plan was amended to add 197 dwelling units
to neighborhoods R-7A, R-9A, R-28 and R-29. The amendment also rezoned R-7A and R-
9A from single-family (SF-3 and SF-4, respectively) to multi-family (RM-1) and R-28 from
RM-1 to RM-2 per the adopted Village 2 Planned Community District Regulations.

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to supplement the original 2006 Village 2 SPA PFFP, as
amended, and applies only to Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan. Where this Supplemental
PFFP conflicts with or requires more stringent standards than the approved Village 2 PFFP,
the requirements of this Supplemental PFFP shall apply. The purpose of all PFFPs in the
City of Chula Vista is to implement the City's Growth Management Program and to meet the
General Plan goals and objectives, specifically those of the Growth Management Element.
The Growth Management Program ensures that development occurs only when the necessary
public facilities and services exist or are provided concurrent with the demands of new
development. The Growth Management Program requires a PFFP be prepared for every new
development project which requires either SPA Plan or tentative map approval. Similarly,
amendments to a SPA Plan require an amendment or a supplement to the PFFP.
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1.3

1.4

In the City of Chula Vista, the PFFP is intended to ensure adequate levels of service are
achieved for all public services and facilities impacted by a project. It is understood that
assumed growth projections and related public facility needs are subject to a number of
external factors, such as the local economy, the City's future land use approval decisions, etc.
It is also understood the funding sources specified herein may change due to financing
programs available in the future or requirements of either state or federal law. It is intended
for revisions to cost estimates and funding programs be handled as administrative revisions,
whereas revisions to the facilities-driven growth phases are to be accomplished through an
update process via an amendment to or a supplement to the PFFP.

Assumptions

For this Supplemental PFFP there are a number of key assumptions that were made. The
assumptions play a major part in determining public facility needs, the timing of those needs
and the staging of growth corresponding to the various facilities. The key land use and
phasing assumptions can be summarized in the following:

A. The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan would add 1,562 dwelling units in a variety of
residential types for a total of 4,545 units in Village 2. The proposed project would
decrease the allocated single family dwelling units by up to 70 and introduce 1,632
multi-family dwelling units. Up to 130,000 square feet of commercial uses would be
located on the MU-2, MU-3 and C-1 parcels combined. In addition, the proposed project
includes an additional 9.5 acres for a new elementary school, 10.5 acres of parkland, and
7.8 acres of CPF.

B. This PFFP applies only to Village 2.

C. This PFFP supplements the adopted on May 23, 2006 Village 2, 3 and Portion of 4 SPA
Plan PFFP, as amended.

D. The SPA Plan Amendment and PC District Regulations will regulate land use allocation
and intensity of development for the amended neighborhoods.

E. The project includes four Tentative Map’s (TM’s) that are referred to as the Village 2 North
TM, Village 2 West TM, Village 2 South TM and the R-15b & R-31 TM .

In order to be consistent with the Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Amendment Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, this PFFP is based on the 2013
GMOC Annual Report. Generally, the findings of the 2014 Annual Report are similar to the
2013 report in that same four Quality of Life Threshold Standards were found to be out of
compliance. These standards include: Fire Reponse Times; Libraries; Police Priority 2
Reponse Times; and Traffic (One Arterial Segment: Heritage Road between Olympic
Parkway and Telegraph Canyon continues to non compliant).

Threshold Standards:

Chapter 19.09 of the Chula Vista Municipal Code provides the requirements for the Chula
Vista Growth Management Plan. Subsection 19.09.040 provides the Quality of Life
Threshold Standards for each public facility and improvement. There are standards for eleven
topics addressing a variety of different public services and environmental issues. Several
topics are related to services provided by city departments, such as police, fire, libraries,
parks and
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recreation, traffic, and drainage facilities. Threshold Standards for each of the eleven topics
are stated in terms of a goal, objectives, and one or more standards. Table B.1 below provides
a summary of the "Threshold Standards."

Table B.1
Chula Vista's Threshold Standards
(Condensed & Paraphrased)

Respond to 84% of the Priority | emergency calls within 7 minutes and maintain average

Police response time of 4.5 minutes. Respond to 62% of Priority 11 urgency calls within 7
minutes and maintain average response time of 7 minutes.

Fire/EMS Respond to calls within 7 minutes in 85% of all cases.

Sewer Sewage flows and volumes shall not exceed City Engineering Standards. Annual report
from Metropolitan Sewer Authority on impact of growth on sewer capacity.

Drai Storm flows and volume shall not exceed City Engineering Standards. Annual report

rainage reviewing performance of city’s storm drains.

Maintain Level of Service (LOS) "C" or better as measured by observed average travel
speed on all signalized arterial streets, except, that during peak hours, an LOS "D" can

Traffic occur for no more than any 2 hours of the day. Those signalized intersections west of
Interstate 805 that do not meet the above standard may continue to operate at their 1991
LOS but shall not worsen

Parks & Maintain 3 acres of neighborhood and community parkland with appropriate facilities per

Recreation 1,000 residents east of Interstate 805.

Library Provide 500 square feet of library space adequately equipped and staffed per 1,000
population.
An annual report is required to evaluate the school district's ability to accommodate new

Schools growth

Water Annual report from water service agencies on impact of growth and future water
availability.

Air Quality Qunarmil report required from Air Pollution Control District on impact of growth on air

Fiscal Annual report required evaluating impacts on growth on city operations, capital

improvements, and development impact fee revenues and expenditures.

A. The Threshold Standards fall into three general categories:

1. A performance standard measuring overall level of service is established for police,

2.

3.

fire and emergency medical services, sewers, drainage facilities, and traffic;

A ratio of facilities to population is established for park and recreation facilities, and
libraries; and

A qualitative standard is established for schools, water, air quality, and fiscal
impacts.

The qualitative standard pertains to some services that are provided by agencies outside of the
city - schools are provided by the Chula Vista Elementary School District and the Sweetwater
Union High School District and water service is provided by two independent water districts
(Otay Water District and Sweetwater Authority). Finally, the air-quality and fiscal threshold
standards do not relate to specific public services but are intended to determine whether
growth is having an adverse impact on two other measures of quality of life: the air quality
within the region and the city's overall fiscal health.
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1.5

11.6.

11.6.1.

B. The Threshold Standards are applied in three ways:

1. Many of the standards were used in the development and evaluation of the city's
General Plan to ensure that quality-of-life objectives are met at the time of General
Plan build-out during a 20-to-25 year period,;

2. Certain standards are used in the evaluation of individual development projects to
determine the possible impacts of the Project and to apply appropriate conditions and
requirements in order to mitigate those impacts; and

3. All of the standards are monitored by the Growth Management Oversight
Commission (GMOC) on an annual basis to ensure the cumulative impacts of new
growth do not result in a deterioration of quality of life, as measured by these
standards.

Threshold standards are used to identify when new or upgraded public facilities are needed to
mitigate the impacts of new development. Building permits will not be issued unless
compliance with these standards can be met. These threshold standards have been prepared to
guarantee that public facilities or infrastructure improvements will keep pace with the
demands of growth.

Public Facilities Finance Plan Boundaries

Section 19.12.070 of the Municipal Code requires that the City establish the boundaries of the
PFFP at the time a SPA Plan or Tentative Map(s) is submitted by the applicant. The
boundaries shall be based upon the impact created by the Project on the existing and future
need for facilities. The project boundaries will correlate the proposed development project
with existing and future development proposed for the area of impact to provide for the
economically efficient and timely installation of both onsite and offsite facilities and
improvements required by the development. In establishing the boundaries for the PFFP, the
City shall be guided by the following considerations:

A. Service areas, drainage, sewer basins, and pressure zones that serve the Project;

B. Extent to which facilities or improvements are in place or available;

C. Ownership of property;

D. Project impact on public facilities relationships, especially the impact on the City’s
planned major circulation network;

E. Special district service territories;

F. Approved fire, drainage, sewer, or other facilities or improvement master plans.

The boundaries of the PFFP for the project are congruent with the SPA Plan boundaries.
Also, the PFFP addresses certain facilities (streets, drainage, sewer, police, fire, etc.) that are
impacted beyond the boundaries of the SPA Plan.

Chula Vista Development Phasing
Existing Development

As a starting point, the PFFP considers all existing development up to January 2013 as the
base condition. This information is based upon City of Chula Vista Planning and Building
Department growth management monitoring data. According to this and other data, the
population of the City as of January 2013 is estimated at 251,613 (2013 Annual Residential
Growth Forecast). This estimate is based on city estimates of growth for 2013 and combined
with data from the California Department of Finance (DOF).
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For the purposes of projecting facility demands for the Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP, the City of Chula Vista utilizes a population coefficient of 3.24
persons per dwelling unit. This factor is used throughout this PFFP to calculate facility
demands from approved projects. The coefficient has been confirmed for use in the PFFP by
the Planning & Building Department. The same coefficient will be used for calculating the
specific project facility demands.

11.6.2. Development Phasing Forecast

A summary of the 2013-2018 development-phasing forecast is shown in Table B.2. The table
presents an estimate of the amount of development activity anticipated to the year 2018. The total
number of dwelling units permitted by the year 2018 is approximately 8,757 dwelling units. It
should be noted that these projections are estimates and should be used for analytical purposes only
and unless a development agreement or other legal instrument guarantees facility capacity, some
projects with varying levels of entitlement may not have committed capacity.

Table B.2
GMOC 2014 - Eastern Chula Vista Residential Development Forecast
September 2013 — December 2018
o - - Five Years Forecast
[SEPTEMBER 2013 - DECEMBER 2014 JAN. - DECEMBER 2015| JAN. - DECEMBER 2016 | JAN. - DECEMBER 2017 JAN. - DECEMBER 20185EPTEMBER 2013 - 201
PROJECT ISSUE* ISSUE* ISSUE* ISSUE* ISSUE* ISSUE*
SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF
OTAY RANCH
Village 2 North - Baldwin & Sons 159 114 61 107 72 69 13 9 0 0 305 299
Village 2 East - Baldwin & Sons 0 372 0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 672
Village 2 South - Baldwin & Sons 28 0 97 0 178 177 112 120 0 120 415 417
Village 2 West - Baldwin & Sons 0 0 0 0 27 0 0 40 0 40 27 80
Village 2 - JPB (Anacapa II R-9) 22 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 0
Village 2 - JPB (Presidio II R-7) 32 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 67 0
Village 2 - JPB (R-28) 0 0 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 96
Village 3 North - JPB 0 0 130 125 300 250 300 250 272 250 1002 875
Village 6 - Oakwood (Contessa) 0 108 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 108
Village 7 - Baldwin & Sons 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Village 7 - JPB (Monte Sereno) 16 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0
Village 7 - McMillin (Mosaic) 0 34 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45
Village 8 East - JPB 0 0 0 130 125 300 250 300 250 730 625
Village 8 West - Otay Land Co. 0 0 60 118 59 153 60 141 100 140 279 552
Village 9 - Otay Land Co. 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 73 174 102 263 175 437
Freeway Commercial - Baldwin & Sons 0 0 448 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 448
Eastern Urban Center - McMillin (Millenia) 0 310 0 87 0 354 0 18 0 0 0 769
Otay Ranch Sub-Total 258 938 400 1,292 766 1,128 858 1,002 774 1,063 3056 5423
Eastlake Vistas - Lennar Homes (Lake Pointe) 136 85 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 136 85
|Bella Lago - Shea 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0
IBelia Lago - Bella Lago LLC 0 0 0 0 8 0 8 0 8 0 24 0
Rolling Hills Ranch - McMillin (Verona) 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0
SUB-TOTAL 427 1,023 400 1,292 774 1,128 866 1,002 782 1,063 3249 5508
TOTAL UNITS 1,450 1,692 1,902 1,868 1,845 8,757
Annual Average: 1,751
*ISSUE = Building Permit
Source: City of Chula Vista Annual Residential Growth Forecast Years 2013 through 2018, Sept. 2013.
1.7. Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Development Summary

The developer has planned the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan to modify the Village 2
SPA Plan to be more responsive to homebuyer preferences and economic viability in light of
the current economic conditions, existing village ownership, infrastructure status, and
government policy objectives/requirements. The plan features increased residential densities,
diversity of residential product types, and resident amenities such as park and CPF uses and
an additional neighborhood elementary school. The proposed project will provide
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opportunities for increased viability of commercial uses, transit ridership, village
‘walkability’, and decreased automobile dependence.

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan project will add 1,562 dwelling units in a variety of
residential types for a total of 4,545 units in Village 2 (3,435 dwelling units under the
Baldwin & Sons ownership). The proposed project would decrease the allocated single
family dwelling units by 70 and introduce up to 1622 multi-family dwelling units. Up to
130,000 square feet of commercial uses would be located on the MU-2, MU-3 and C-1
parcels combined. In order to account for the increase in residential uses, the project will also
include an additional 9.5 acres for a new elementary school, 12.2 acres of new parkland, and
7.8 acres of CPF. Proposed land uses are shown in Exhibit 3. Table B.3 shows a comparison
of the development between the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan and the current SPA

Plan.
Table B.3
Comparison of Proposed Village 2 Development
Land Use Current SPA Plan Wil 2 CompreiEie Net Change
SPA Plan
Single-Family (B&S) (du) 451 381 -70*
Multi-Family (B&S) (du) 1,422 3054 +1632*
Other Residential** (du) 1,110 1,110 0
Total Residential (du) 2,983 4,545 1,562
Industrial (ac) 87.9 82.5 -5.4
Mixed Use and Commercial (ac) 18.7 22.5 3.8
CPF (ac) 6.3 14.1 7.8
Park 23 (ac) 58.4 703 12.2
School (ac) 10.3 19.8 9.5
Open Space (ac) 200.2 200.2 0.0
Future Development (ac) 33.1 -29.1 4.0

*  The proposed project would result in a net decrease of 70 single-family residential units, and a net increase of 1,632 multi-
family units. The increase is considered worst case scenario.
**  “Other Residential” is not a part of the proposed project; data is presented for information/analysis purposes.

TIncludes 0.29 acres in R-48(b) Lot 2 and does not include 0.262 acres of in-lieu fee owed from original deficit.
% Includes 46.5 acres in Village 4.

3 Includes 0.26 acres as in lieu fees, Lot P6B, waterline lots and the JPB additional lot adjacent to P-4.
du = dwelling units; ac = acres

Source: Otay Ranch Village Two Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment Supplemental EIR

Actions that need to be approved by the City Council include amendments to the City of
Chula Vista General Plan, the Otay Ranch GDP, the Otay Ranch Village 2, 3, and a
Portion of 4 SPA, and the Otay Ranch Core Master Precise Plan (CMPP). The proposed
project also requires four new Tentative Maps (TMs) for subject neighborhoods within
Village 2. The following discretionary actions are associated with the proposed project and
would be considered by the Chula Vista Planning Commission and City Council:

e Certification of a Final EIR and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

e Approval of the Chula Vista General Plan Amendments

o Approval of the Otay Ranch General Development Plan Amendments
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Table B.4
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Site Utilization Plan Table

LAND USE Target LAND USE
SUMMARY | Unit Type | Acreage DUs Density SUMMARY Unit Type Acreage DUs Target Density
Neighborhood Neighborhood
JLand Use JMixed Use
Single Family MU-1 MU 1.8 38
R-4A SF 16.9 62 37 Mu-2* MU 24 50
R-8A SF 75 48 64 MU-3 MU 43 90
R-8C SF 108 51 47 C-1 MU 14.0 235
R-15A SF 2.7 16 59 Subtotal MU 22.5 413
R-15B SF 4.6 27 59
R-18A (a) SF 68 ki:] 56
R-18A (b) SF 37 24 6.5
R-18B (a) SF 10.3 43 42 IIndustrial
R-18B (b) SF 08 5 6.3 IND-la IND 25.8
R-19A SF 65 50 77 IND-Ib IND 337
R-20 SF 155 80 52 IND-2 IND 85
R-21A SF 45 14 3.1 IND-3 IND 144 Does not include 9 acre floating CPF
R-21B SF 124 53 43 Subtotal Industrial 82.5
R-23 SF 177 93 5.3 Note: Industrial parcels may be developed as residential and CPF uses subject to future
JSubtotal Single-Family 120.7 604 5.0 environmental review and SPA Policies and Requirements, after landfill operations cease at the
Otay Land Fill.
JParks
P-1 P 1.4
P-2 P 7.1
P-3 P 7.6
Multi-Family P-4 A P 404
R-4B MF 234 386 16.5 P-4 B P 1.4 City of SD Waterline Pcl
R-5a MF 1.4 95 83 P-4C P 28 City of SD Easement
R-5b MF 4.6 38 84 P-4D P 1.9 V4 Dedication by JPB
R-6 MF 126 126 10 P-5 P 5.1
R-7A MF 94 82 87 P-6 P 27
R-8B MF 25 29 1.6 Subtotal Parks 70.3*
R-9A MF 6.9 67 9.8 Note: P-4B and P-4C can only be accepted for park credit if the City of San Diego
R-9B MF 7.1 75 10.6 ‘Waterline is relocated.
R-10A MF 2.0 44 220 CPF**
R-10B MF 26 él 236 CPF-1 CPF 12
R-11 MF 98 206 210 CPF-2 CPF 09
R-12 MF 244 600 246 CPF-3 CPF 0
R-13 MF 104 137 132 CPF-4~ CPF 1.5 10,000 sf of CPF use required
R-14 MF 9.3 165 17.7 CPF-5 CPF 0
R-16A MF 1.8 38 216 CPF-7 CPF 1.0
R-16B MF 07 17 236 CPF-8 CPF 05
R-17A MF 45 44 9.7 CPF-9~ CPF 9.0 Floating CPF site in Ind-3
R-17B (a) MF 31 34 10.9 Subtotal CPF 14.1 3.6 acres of non-floating
R-17B (b) MF 47 95 20.1
R-19B MF 4.0 39 9.7 Other
R-24 MF 25 59 235 S-1 School 10.3
R-25A MF 14.1 330 234 S-2 School 9.5
R-27 MF 87 175 202 Open Space oS 1382
R-28 MF 52 96 18.5 Preserve oS 752
R-29 MF 59 187 32
R-30 MF 103 278 269 Circulation 635
R-31 MF 1.1 25 227 Future 40
Development
Subtotal Multi-Family 202.9 3,528 17.4 Subtotal Other 300.7
I Village 2 Grand Total 765.8 4,545

[+ includes 10,000 sf of building area for CPF uses.

** An additional 3.9 acres of CPF will be provided within the Village Seven SPA.

A Floating CPF sites.

*Includes 46.5 acres of parkland {P-4) in Village 4 not counted in Village 2 area

T P-6 can be enlarged to 3.0 acres {taking 0.29 acres from R-4B(b) Lot 2) if necessary to meet total parkland obligation

Source: Baldwin & Sons
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Approval of SPA Plan Amendments for Villages 2, 3 and a Portion of 4

e Approval of the Otay Ranch Core Master Precise Plan Amendments

e Approval of four Tentative Maps for Village 2.

11.8. Development Phasing:

Development of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan area will be completed in multiple
phases to ensure construction of necessary infrastructure and amenities for each phase as the
project progresses. Table B.5 presents a Phasing Plan Summary that includes the triggers for

specific infrastructure.

Table B.5

Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan

Phasing Summary

Facility

Triggers

Financing Method

Intersection

Heritage Road / Olympic Parkway

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF
(for the construction of
Main Street)

La Media Road / Olympic Parkway

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF
(for the construction of
Main Street)

Heritage Road / Main Street

First final map that contains the 1* EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA with Heritage
Road connection to Main Street

Payment towards TDIF
(for Signalization)

La Media Road (SB) / Main Street
(WB)

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF
(for Signalization)

La Media Road (NB) / Main Street
(WB)

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF
(for Signalization)

La Media Road (SB) / Main Street
(EB)

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF
(for Signalization)

La Media Road (NB) / Main Street
(EB)

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF
(for Signalization)

Magdalena Avenue / Main Street

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF
(for Signalization)

Roadway Segment

Olympic Parkway between Heritage
Road and Santa Venetia Street

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF (for
construction of Main Street)

Heritage Road between East Palomar
Street and Olympic Parkway

First final map that contains the 1,311" EDU of
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Payment towards TDIF (for
construction of Main Street)
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Table B.5 - Continued
Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Phasing Summary

Facility Triggers Financing Method
Potable Water
i OWD CIP Fees
Zone 624 & 711 Improvements per OWD Concurrent w/ Phasing
Recycled Water C t w/ Phasi OWD CIP F
Zone 680 Improvements per OWD oncurrent wiFhasing ees
Sewer
Connection to existing sewer system Concurrent w/ Phasing Fee Program
Sewer Improvements per city Concurrent w/ Phasing Exaction
Pay Fees Concurrent w/ Building Permit Fee Program
Storm Drain c ¢ w/ Grading Permit Feo P
Connect to Existing Drainage System oncurrent wibrading Fermi ee Frogram
Schools
. . . Pay School Fees State Mandated Fees
No specific facility subject to fees
Community Park
ur?l y_ r Concurrent with Phasing PAD Fees
Park Dedication
Neighborhood Park PAD Fees or
Park Dedication & Construction Pursuant to the V2 Parks Agreement Turnkey Development
Recreation .
Pay @ Bldg. Permit Fee Program
Pay PFDIF Fee
Librar .
y Pay @ Bldg. Permit Fee Program
Pay PFDIF Fee
Fire & EMS b Blda. Permi Fee
Pay PFDIF Fee ay @ Bldg. Permit ee Program
Police Pay @ Bldg. Permit Fee Program
Pay PFDIF Fee
Civic
Pay @ Bldg. Permit Fee Program
Pay PFDIF Fee
Corp Yard P Bldg. Permi Fee P
Pay PFDIF Fee ay @ Bldg. Permit ee Program
Other Pay @ Bldg. Permit Fee Program
Pay PFDIF Fee

The Phasing Plan is non-sequential by imposing specific facilities requirements for each
phase to ensure that the SPA Plan areas are adequately served and City threshold standards
are met. Public Park and School facilities shall be phased as needed. The developer
proposed Phasing Plan (Table B.6) and the Conceptual Phasing Plan (Exhibit 5), reflect
anticipated market demand for a variety of housing types, commercial and future business
park development. It also reflects the anticipated ownership patterns within the project.

The development of the parcels and interior circulation pursuant to the Site Utilization Plan is
conceptual. Minor modifications to these configurations may occur as a part of the tentative
tract map approval process and may be accomplished through the substantial conformance
procedure established in the Planned Community District Regulations.
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Developer Proposed Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan

Table B.6°

Conceptual Phasing Plan

Blue Red Yellow Green Orange Purple Teal = White Ac du

Land Use| ac du ac du ac du ac du ac du ac du ac ac Total | Total
RESIDENTIAL
R-4a SF 16.9 62 16.9 62
R-4b SF/MF | 23.4 | 386 23.4 68
R-5 MF 16.0 | 133 16.0 133
R-6 MF 126 | 126 12.6 126
R-7a SF 9.4 82 9.4 82
R-8a SF 75 48 7.5 48
R-8b MF 25 29 25 29
R-8c SF 10.8 51 10.8 51
R-9a SF 6.9 67 6.9 67
R-9b MF 7.1 75 7.1 75
R-10a MF 2.0 44 2.0 44
R-10b MF 2.6 61 2.6 61
R-11 MF 9.8 206 9.8 206
R-28 MF 5.2 96 5.2 96
MU-1 MU 1.8 38 1.8 38
R-16b MF 0.7 17 0.7 17
R-17b(a) MF 3.1 34 31 34
?;b(b) MF 47 | 95 47 95
R-19b MF 4.0 39 4.0 39
R-20 SF 155 | 80 155 80
R-21b SF 12.4 53 12.4 53
R-23 SF 17.7 93 17.7 93
R-24 MF 25 59 25 59
R-25a MF 14.1 | 330 14.1 330
R-27 MF 8.7 | 275 8.7 275
R-19a SF 6.5 | 50 6.5 50
R-16a MF 18 38 1.8 38
R-17a MF 4.5 44 45 44
R-18A SF 105 | 62 10.5 62
R-18B SF 111 48 104 48
R-21a SF 45 14 45 14
R-12 MF 24.4 | 600 24.4 600
R-13 MF 104 137 10.3 137
R-30 MF 10.2 278 10.2 278
R-15 SF 7.3 43 7.3 43
R-14 MF 9.3 | 165 9.3 165
R-29 MF 5.9 | 187 5.9 187
R-31 MF 11 25 11 25
C-1 MU 14.0 | 235 14.0 235
MU-2 MU 24 50 24 50
MU-3 MU 4.3 90 4.3 90
Subtotal 40.3 | 448 | 94.2 | 1056 | 83.4 | 975 | 38.9 | 256 | 45.0 | 1015 | 44.3 | 795 0 0 | 346.1 | 4545

Acreages and dwelling unit counts are estimates only and may change during the final engineering and mapping process.
The proposed numbers of Single Family and Multi-Family dwelling units in any one phase may be different from the SPA
Plan.
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Table B.6° Continued
Developer Proposed Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Conceptual Phasing Plan

NON-RESIDENTIAL

IND-1 IND 59.5 59.5

IND-2 IND 8.5 8.5

IND-3 IND 234 234

CPF-1 CPF 1.2 1.2

CPF-2 CPF 0.9 0.9

CPF-8 CPF 0.5 0.5

P-1 Park 14 14

P-2 Park 7.1 7.1

P-3 Park 7.6 6.9

(Village

4) P-4 Park 465 | 465

P-5 Park 5.1 51

P-6 Park | 2.7* 2.7

S-1 School 10.3 10.3

S-2 School 9.5 9.5
Subtotal 2.7 0 20.0 0 | 16.0 0 0 0 0 0 7.6 0 | 91.4 | 46,5 | 183.6 0
TOTAL 43.0 | 448 | 114.2 | 1056 | 89.4 | 975 | 38.9 | 256 | 45.0 | 1015 | 51.9 | 795 | 914 | 46.5 | 529.7 | 4545

NOTE: Expanded portion P-3 can only be accepted for park credit if the City of San Diego waterline is relocated.
*  Expandable to 3.0 acres if necessary to meet parkland obligation.

Source: Draft Village of Montecito & Otay Ranch Business Park SPA Plan, July 2014

Table B.7
Village 3
Conceptual Phasing Plan
Land Use Pink (Ac) Brown (AC) Total
Ind-1 Industrial 54.5 54.5
Ind-2 Industrial 26.4 26.4
Ind-3 Industrial 50.1 50.1
Ind-4 Industrial 26.4 26.4
Ind-5 Industrial 11.3 11.3
Ind-6 Industrial 7.8 7.8
Subtotal 80.9 95.6 176.5
Other -
CPF-6 10.2 10.2
TOTAL 80.9 105.8 186.7

Source: Draft Village of Montecito & Otay Ranch Business Park SPA Plan, July 2014

Acreages and dwelling unit counts are estimates only and may change during the final engineering and mapping process.

The proposed numbers of Single Family and Multi-Family dwelling units in any one phase may be different from the SPA

Plan.
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1.9.

The boundary between the Commercial and Multi-Use Parcels and adjacent Multi-Family
parcels may be adjusted during the design review process up to a maximum of 23.9 acres of
combined commercial and mixed-use zoned land. The floating CPF-4 site may be provided
within the MU-2, MU-3 or C-1 parcels. The exact location shall be determined during site
planning for these parcels. The process of modifying the density or intensity of development
is detailed in the SPA Plan.

Development Impact Fee Programs

Transportation

The current Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Ordinance sets forth the
calculation of development impact fees. This PFFP uses the CVMC Chapter 3.54 as the basis
for the estimated TDIF fees. Table B.8 below illustrates the current fee schedule:

Table B.8
TDIF Schedule

Land Use Classification

TDIF Rate

Residential (Low)

0-6 dwelling units per gross
acre

$12,494 per DU

Residential (Med.) 6.1-18 dwelling units per $9,995 per DU
gross acre

Residential (High) >18.1 dwelling units per $7,496 per DU
gross acre

Senior housing $4,998 per DU

Residential mixed use >18 dwelling units per gross | $4,998 per DU

acre

Commercial mixed use

< 5 stories in height

$199,901 per 20,000 sg. ft.

General commercial (acre)

> 5 stories in height

$199,901 per acre

Regional commercial (acre)

> 60 acres or 800,000 sq. ft.

$137,432 per acre

High rise commercial (acre)

> 5 stories in height

$349,826 per acre

Office (acre)

< 5 stories in height

$112,444 per acre

Industrial RTP (acre)

$99,958 per acre

18-hole golf course

$874,566 per acre

Medical center

$812,097 per acre

Source: Form 5509 10/04/2013

The total number of estimated DUs and commercial acres for the Village 2 & a Portion of 4,
SPA Plan amendment is presented in Table B.3.

Public Facilities

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 7, 2006 by adoption of Ordinance 3050. The current fee for single-
family residential development is $9,654/unit, multi-family residential is $9,127/unit,
commercial (including office) development is $29,921/acre and industrial development is
$9,415/acre. The PFDIF amount is subject to change as it is amended from time to time.
Both residential and non-residential development impact fees apply to the project. The
calculations of the PFDIF due for each facility are addressed in the following sections of this
report. Table B.5 provides a breakdown of what facilities the fee funds.
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Table B.9
Public Facilities Estimated DIF Fee Components

Component Single Family | Multi-Family Commercial Industrial
/DU /DU /Acre {Acre
Civic Center $2,756 $2,610 $8,792 $2,779
Police $1,671 $1,805 $7,896 $1,703
Corporation Yard $450 $360 $7,635 $3,596
Libraries $1,582 $1,582 3$0 $0
Fire Suppression $1,393 $1,001 $3,681 $731
GIS, Computers, Telecom &
Records Management 30 30 %0 %0
Administration $601 $568 $1,917 $606
Recreation $1,201 $1,201 30 $0
Total per Residential Unit $9,654 $9,127
Total per Com’l/Ind. Acre $29,921 $9,415

C.  Otay Ranch Pedestrian DIF Program

Source: Form 5509 10/04/2013

The Otay Ranch Pedestrian Bridge Program calls for two bridges connecting to Village 2
(Otay Ranch Pedestrian DIF Program per Ordinance No. 2842). The West Olympic Parkway
Pedestrian Over-crossing (POC) between Village 1 and the Otay Ranch High School has been
constructed. The other bridge located at South La Media POC between Village 2 and Village
6 at the intersection of Santa Venetia and La Media will be required to be constructed with
the development of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan. The financing for approximately
half of the uncompleted POC has already been provided by the Village 6 project.
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I11.  FACILITY ANALYSIS

This portion of the PFFP contains 13 separate subsections for each facility addressed by this
report. Of the 13 facilities, 11 have adopted growth management threshold standards; the Civic
Center and Corporation Yard do not. Table B.6 highlights the level of analysis for each facility.

Table B.10
Level of Analysis

Facility Citywide |[East of 1-805 |Service Area Sub-basin [Special District

Traffic v

Pedestrian Bridges v

Police v

Fire/EMS v v

Schools v

Libraries v

Parks, Recreation & Open Space v

Water v v

Sewer

AAN

Drainage

Air Quality

Civic Center

Corp. Yard

AN NN AN

Fiscal v

Each subsection analyzes the impact of the Otay Ranch Village 2 & a Portion of 4 SPA
Amendment Project based upon the adopted Quality of Life Threshold Standards. The
analysis is based upon the specific goal, objective, threshold standard and implementation
measures. The proposed SPA plan is used to determine facility adequacy and is referenced
within the facility section.

Each analysis is based upon the specific project processing requirements for that facility, as
adopted in the Growth Management Program. These indicate the requirements for evaluating
the project consistency with the threshold ordinance at various stages (General Development
Plan, SPA Plan/Public Facilities Finance Plan, Tentative Map, Final Map and Building
Permit) in the development review process.

A service analysis section is included which identifies the service provided by each facility.
The existing plus forecasted demands for the specific facility are identified in the subsection
based upon the adopted threshold standard.

Each facility subsection contains an adequacy analysis followed by a detailed discussion
indicating how the facility is to be financed. The adequacy analysis provides a determination
of whether or not the threshold standard is being met and the finance section provides a
determination if funds are available to guarantee the improvement. If the threshold standard
is not being met, mitigation is recommended in the Threshold Compliance and
Recommendations subsection which proposes the appropriate conditions or mitigation to
bring the facility into conformance with the threshold standard.
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V.1

V.2

TRAFFIC
GMOC Threshold Standard

1. Citywide: Maintain Level of Service (LOS) "C" or better, as measured by observed
average travel speed on all signalized arterial segments except that during peak hours a
LOS of "D" can occur for no more than any two hours of the day.

2. West of Interstate 805: Those signalized intersections which do not meet the standard
above may continue to operate at their current LOS, but shall not worsen.

Per the Otay Ranch General Development Plan, the internal village streets and roads are not
expected to meet the Citywide LOS standard of “C’ or better.

Service Analysis

The Public Works Department of the City of Chula Vista is responsible for ensuring that
traffic improvements are provided to maintain a safe and efficient street system within the
City. Through project review, City staff ensures the timely provision of adequate local
circulation system capacity in response to planned development while maintaining acceptable
LOS. To accomplish their review the Public Works Department has adopted guidelines for
Traffic Impact Studies (January, 2001). These guidelines ensure uniformity in the
preparation of traffic studies. Further, the guidelines assist in maintaining acceptable
standards for planned new roadway segments and signalized intersections at the build out of
the City’s General Plan and Circulation Element. The Circulation Element of the General
Plan serves as the overall facility master plan.

In conformance with requirements of the Congestion Management Program (CMP), an
analysis of CMP freeways and arterials is required for any project that generates 2,400 daily
or 150 peak hour trips. The Traffic Impact Analysis Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Revised
Report, March 4, 2014 by Chen + Ryan was prepared for Baldwin & Sons to be reviewed and
approved by the City of Chula Vista. This document is referred to as the “C+R TIA”
throughout this PFFP. The C+R TIA is the basis of the Traffic Section of this PFFP and
addresses both existing and planned circulation system conditions, details necessary
improvements and outlines the incremental circulation improvements based upon planned
project phasing.

The Village 2 SPA Amendment project proposes to increase land use densities from the City
2006 approved Village 2 project, thus the C+R TIA only focuses on identifying and
documenting potential traffic impacts due to the increase. The C+R TIA recommends
mitigation measures for any identified intersection, roadway or freeway/highway deficiency
associated with the Village 2 project.

The C+R TIA analysis is based on the SANDAG Series 11 Transportation Model (“Southbay 2,
Village 2” with updated Project land use and network), which was utilized to perform a Select
Zone Analysis which identified the number of project-related peak hour trips distributed across
the transportation network. All intersections and roadways where the proposed project would add
800 or more daily trips or 50 or more peak hour trips in either direction to the existing traffic were
included as study intersections for analysis, as well as all freeway segments where the proposed
project would add 2,400 or more daily trips or 150 or more peak hour trips in either direction.
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V.3

Proposed Project

Regional access to the Village 2 SPA project is currently provided by SR-125, which is
located adjacent to the eastern boundary of Village Seven, approximately 0.5 miles east of the
project site. Additional north-south access is provided from 1-805 and I-5, located
approximately 1.3 miles west and 4.5 miles west, respectively, of the project site. SR-54 and
SR-905 provide regional east-west circulation, approximately 4.5 miles north and 3 miles
south, respectively, of the project site. The location of Village 2 within the existing
circulation network is illustrated on Exhibit 6.

The proposed Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan project would generate a total of 17,800
daily trips (net increase beyond the 2006 approved project) by the year 2030, including 1,457
a.m. peak hour trips, and 1,734 p.m. peak hour trips beyond what was analyzed in the 2006
EIR. A detailed discussion of traffic and circulation is provided in the Transportation,
Circulation, and Access, of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Supplemental EIR.

The proposed project requires no modifications to the circulation system that was originally
approved in 2006. The primary entry points into Village 2 are from Heritage Road and La
Media Road. An entry to the western portion of Village 2 is also provided from Olympic
Parkway. The primary entry to Montecito from the east will be from La Media Road at Birch
Road. Secondary entries are also provided from Olympic Parkway and La Media Road onto
Santa Venetia, primarily to serve the Otay Ranch High School and Fire Station #7. These
entries will be signalized and allow full turning movements.

The internal circulation concept provides adequate vehicular access throughout the villages
with alternate routes to disperse traffic throughout the village. The internal circulation streets
include Transit Village Entry, Village Entry, Secondary Village Entry, Residential Streets
(Promenade), Parkway Residential and Industrial Streets, with specifically-designed streets to
enhance the Montecito Village Core and Town Center areas. Traffic roundabouts are
proposed as focal points at the terminuses of both the east and west village entry streets.
Traffic calming features may be implemented within the circulation system at appropriate
locations.

The proposed project circulation plan encourages the use of bicycles and low speed electric
vehicles through the provision of Village Pathway, an off-street paved path for bicycle and
low speed electric vehicle travel. The design of all village streets, sidewalks and landscaping
is to promote pedestrian circulation throughout the Village 2 SPA Plan area.

The project circulation network is conceptually shown in Exhibit 7.
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V.4

Trip Generation and Phasing

IvV.4.1l. Project Trip Generation
According to the C+R TIA, the trip generation developed for the Village 2 project is based on
the SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region
(SANDAG, April 2002). Tables C.1 through C.4 display daily, as well as AM and PM peak
hour project trips for each of the four development phases (2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030),
respectively.
As shown in Table C.1, the proposed project would generate a total of 7,530 daily trips by
Year 2015, including 527 AM peak hour trips and 738 PM peak hour trips, all of which
would be generated by the Village 2 project. No development is anticipated in the portion of
Village 4 that is part of the project, by 2015.
Table C.1
Village 2 SPA Project Trip Generation Year 2015
. . Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Units Trip Rate Trips | % Trips % Trips
Single Family 138DU | 10/DU 1,380 | 8 | 110(33-in/77-out) | 10 | 138 (97-in/41-out)
Multi-Family 556 DU 8/DU 4448 | 8 | 356 (71-in/285-out) | 10 | 445 (312-in/134-out)
Mixed-Use 13.3 44 132
Commercial ks | L10/KSF | 1463 | 3 (26-in / 18-out) 9 (66-in / 66-out)
CPF 5AC 30/AC 150 5 8 (5-in/ 3-out) 8 12 (6-in / 6-out)
Elementary 0 0
School 00AC | 90/AC 0 | 32 (0-in / 0-out) 9 (0-in / 0-out)
Light Industrial 0.8 AC 90/AC 72 11 9 (7-in/ 1-ouy) 12 9 (2-in/ 7-out)
Neighborhood 1 2
Park 34AC S/AC 17 4 (1-in/ 1-out) 8 (1-in/ 1-out)
527 738
Total by 2015 7,530 (143-in / 385-out) (484-in / 255-out)
Source: C+R TIA
Table C.2

Village 2 SPA Project Trip Generation Year 2020

Trip Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use Units Rate Trips | % Trips % Trips
Single Family 225DU | 10/DU | 2,250 | 8 180 (54-in/ 126-out) | 10 | 225 (158-in/68-out)
Multi-Family 904DU | 8/DU | 7,232 | 8 | 579 (116-in/463-out) | 10 | 723 (506-in/ 217-out)
Mixed-Use Com’l 21.7 KSF | 110/KSF| 2,387 | 3 72 (43-in/ 29-out) 9 | 215 (107-in/107-out)
CPF 8.1AC | 30/AC 243 5 12 (7-in / 5-out) 8 19 (10-in / 10-out)
Elementary School 95AC | 90/AC 885 32 | 274 (164-in/10-out) 9 77 (31-in/ 46-out)
Light Industrial 1.2AC | 90/AC 108 11 12 (11-in/ 1-out) 12 13 (3-in / 10-out)
Neighborhood Park 55AC 5/AC 28 4 1 (1-in/ 1-out) 8 2 (1-in/ 1-out)
Total by 2020 13,103 1129 1275

(396-in / 734-out)

(816-in / 459-out)

Source: C+R TIA

As shown in Table C.2, the proposed project would generate a total of 7,530 daily trips by
Year 2015, including 527 AM peak hour trips and 738 PM peak hour trips.
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As shown in Table C.2, the proposed project would generate a total of 13,103 daily trips by
the Year 2020, including 1,129 AM peak hour trips and 1,275 PM peak hour trips.

Table C.3
Village 2 SPA Project Trip Generation Year 2025

PM Peak Hour

Trip Daily AM Peak Hour

Land Use Units Rate Trips | % Trips % Trips
Single Family 311DU | 10/DU | 3,110 | 8 | 249 (75-in/174-out) | 10 | 311 (218-in/93-out)
Multi-Family 1251 DU | 8/DU | 10,008 | 8 | 801 (160-in/641-out) | 10 | 1,001 (701-in/300-out)
Mixed-Use Com’l 30 KSF | 110/KSF | 3,300 | 3 99 (59-in / 40-out) 9 | 297 (149-in/ 149-out)
CPF 11.2AC | 30/AC | 336 5 17 (10-in/ 7-out) 8 27 (13-in/ 13-out)
Elementary School 95AC | 90/AC | 885 | 32 | 274 (164-in/109-out) | 9 77 (31-in/ 46-out)
Light Industrial 1.7AC | 90/AC 153 | 11 17 (15-in / 2-out) 12 18 (4-in / 15-out)
Neighborhood Park 76 AC | 5/AC 38 4 2 (1-in/ 1-out) 8 3 (2-in/ 2-out)

1,457 1,734

Total by 2025 17,800 (484-in / 974-out) (1,118-in/ 618-out)

Source: C+R TIA

As shown in Table C.3, the proposed project would generate a total of 17,800 daily trips by
Year 2025, including 1,457 AM peak hour trips and 1,734 PM peak hour trips. All of the
proposed land uses would be developed by year 2025.

Table C.4
Village 2 SPA Project Trip Generation Year 2030

Trip Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use Units Rate Trips Trips % Trips
Single Family 311 DU | 10/DU 3,110 249 (75-in/ 174-out) | 10 | 311 (218-in/93-out)
Multi-Family 1251 DU | 8/DU | 10,008 801 (160-in/ 641-out) | 10 {1,001 (701-in/ 300-out)
Mixed-Use Com’l 30 KSF | 110/KSF | 3,300 99 (59-in / 40-out) 9 | 297 (149-in/ 149-out)
CPF 11.2AC | 30/AC 336 17 (10-in/ 7-out) 8 27 (13-in/ 13-out)
Elementary School 95AC | 90/AC 885 274 (164-in/109-out) | 9 77 (31-in/ 46-out)
Light Industrial 1.7AC | 90/AC 153 17 (15-in/ 2-out) 12 18 (4-in/ 15-out)
Neighborhood Park 7.6 AC 5/AC 38 2 (1-in/ 1-out) 8 3 (2-in/ 2-out)

1,457 1,734

Total by 2030 17,800 (484-in / 974-out) (1,118-in / 618-out)

Source: C+R TIA

As shown in Table C.4, the proposed project would generate a total of 17,800 daily trips by
the Year 2030, including 1,457 AM peak hour trips and 1,734 PM peak hour trips.
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1IV.4.2.

Phasing Reconciliation

The Village 2 SPA Plan development phasing will be concurrent with the provision of
adequate road capacity and access improvements. These improvements have been phased
and designed to maintain an adequate level of service in the circulation system serving the
SPA Plan area throughout the development process. The provision of adequate internal
circulation improvements will be controlled via subdivision map conditions.

Table C.5
ADT Phasing Summary
Year Assumed Project
2015 7,530 ADT
2020 13,103 ADT
2025 17,800 ADT
2030 17,800 ADT

Source: C+R TIA

The phasing presented in the SPA Plan is non-sequential. The ADT Phasing presented in this
PFFP may be subject to change depending upon meeting certain thresholds. Actual project
phasing will be determined during the Final Engineering and Mapping process. All project
phases shall be consistent with the PFFP Thresholds. These thresholds have been analyzed in
the C+R TIA and presented in the project EIR and this PFFP.

Chula Vista Circulation Element

The City Council recently certified the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)
and adopted the related Amendments to the City of Chula Vista General Plan (GPA-09-01)
and Otay Ranch General Development Plan (PCM-09-11). The adopted Circulation Element
is shown in Exhibit 8. The C+R TIA analyzed the City’s Circulation Element and
recommended no changes based on average daily trips (ADT) and the trigger points for
needed improvements.
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1vV.4.3. PFFP Assessment

The purpose of this Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) assessment is to determine on-
site and off-site improvement triggers required for the proposed project. Subsequent Section
A discusses on-site and adjacent facilities needed based on access and frontage. Section B
discusses Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs) associated with each of the mitigation measures
identified in C+R TIA Chapters 6.0 through 9.0 (analysis years 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030).

A. Access / Frontage Thresholds

Based on the C+R TIA, the facilities presented in this section are required. This
requirement is based on frontage development not traffic generation. These roadways
must be built when the land uses fronting the roads are developed to provide sufficient
number of access points according to the City’s Subdivision Manual.

The Subdivision Manual requires that “single family residential development shall not
exceed 120 residential lots unless two points of access are provided and shall not exceed
200 residential lots unless three points of access are provided”. The project applicant
may also conduct a traffic study (prior to the 201st EDU) which shows traffic operations
with one or two access points are sufficient from an LOS perspective and a
Fire/Emergency Response standpoint, to serve individual neighborhoods to the
satisfaction of the Development Services Director. Table C.6 summarizes the PFFP
thresholds for Village 3 North based on frontage and access requirements.

Table C.6
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project Frontage & Access
Neighborhood Frontage/Internal Streets Primary Access Secondary Access*?
o Occidental Rd (Brinkerhoff to east
terminus)
e Barranca Ave Santa Victoria Rd Brinkerhoff A
Concow Vallev Ct * Santa Victoria o Brinkerhoff Ave
R-4B(a) * y (Heritage Rd to Natoma ¢ Santa Victoria (Brinkerhoff
e Terstal Ct Rd .
) Ave to Olympic Pkwy)
¢ Natoma Road
e Santa Victoria Rd (entry street to
Brinkerhoff Ave)
¢ Hope Ranch Road
(Occidental Rd to
e entry street neighborhood boundary)
R-4B(b) e R-4B(a) plus e Santa Victoria Rd e Occidental Rd (Hope Ranch
« Internal private streets (Heritage Rd to entry Rd to Brinkerhoff Ave)
street) o Brinkerhoff Ave
¢ Santa Victoria (Brinkerhoff
Ave to Olympic Pkwy)
e Pershing Road (Santa Alexia Ave to
R-5B Stow Grove Ave) e existing e existing
o Alley along expanded area
R-8C e Stow Grove Ave (R-8a boundary to . existing e Pershing Rd (Santa Alexia

Pershing Road) Ave to Stow Grove Ave)

33 Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP




Table C.6
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project Frontage & Access

Neighborhood

Frontage/Internal Streets

Primary Access

Secondary Access?

R-9B

Santa Alexia Avenue (Pershing Rd
to Carpinteria St)

Pershing Road (Santa Alexia Ave to
Stow Grove Ave)

existing

existing

R-10a/b

Alley along expanded area

existing

existing

R-11

Santa Alexia Ave (Santa Diana Rd
to Santa Victoria Rd)

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa Alexia
Ave to eastern boundary of
neighborhood)

existing

existing

R-12

Internal private streets

existing

existing

R-15B

Ortega Road (western neighborhood
boundary to Anapamu Ave)

existing

existing

R-16B

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa Ivy Ave to
Santa Alexia Ave)

South alley (Santa lvy Ave to Santa
Alexia Ave)

Santa lvy Ave (Santa Victoria Rd to
south alley)

Santa Alexia Ave (Santa Victoria
Rd to south alley)

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa
Alexia Ave to Anapamu
Ave)

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa lvy
Ave to Santa Carolina Rd)

R-17B(a)

Ortega Rd (Santa lvy Ave to Santa
Alexia Ave)

Keck St (Santa vy Ave to Santa
Alexia Ave)

Northern alley

Central alley

Santa Ivy Ave (Santa Victoria Rd to
Keck St)

Santa Alexia Ave (Santa Victoria
Rd to Keck St)

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa
Alexia Ave to Anapamu
Ave)

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa vy
Ave to Santa Carolina Rd)

R-17B(b)

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa Christina
Ave to Santa Ivy Ave)

Keck St (Santa Christina Ave to
Santa lvy Ave)

Santa Christina Ave (Santa Victoria
Rd to Keck St)

Santa Ivy Ave (Santa Victoria Rd to
Keck St)

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa
Christina Ave to Santa
Carolina Rd)

Santa Victoria Rd (Santa vy
Ave to Anapamu Ave)

R-18A(b)

Keck St (Santa Alexia Ave to La
Cumbre Ave)

Mulligan Hill St (western
neighborhood boundary to La
Cumbre Ave)

La Cumbre (Mulligan Hill St to
Keck St)

Ortega Rd (La Cumbre
Ave to Anapamu Ave)
La Cumbre (Keck St to
Ortega Rd)

Santa Alexia Ave (Santa
Diana Rd to Keck St)
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Table C.6
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project Frontage & Access

Neighborhood Frontage/Internal Streets Primary Access Secondary Access?
Stearns Wharf St (western
St?am)s Vr\\/ha;bet (V\(/jestertn L e La Cumbre (Mulligan Hill neighborhood boundary to
R-18B(b ?:eJ?nbr(eJrA(\)/Z) oundaryto La St to Ortega Rd) Santa Christina Ave)
(b) La Cumbre (Stearns Wharf St to e Ortega Rd (La Cumbre Santa Christina Ave (Stearns
; ; Ave to Anapamu Ave) Whearf St to Santa Liza St)
Mulligan Hill St) .
Santa Liza St
Santa Christina Ave (Keck St to
Stearns Wharf Rd)
Keck St (Santa Christina Ave to e Santa Christina Ave (Keck Santa Christina Ave (Stearns
eastern neighborhood boundary) St to Santa Victoria Rd) Wharf St to Santa Liza St)
R-19B Stearns Wharf St (Santa Christina e Santa Victoria Rd (Santa Santa Liza St
Ave to eastern neighborhood Christina Ave to Santa Heritage Rd (Santa Liza St
boundary) Carolina Rd) to Santa Victoria Rd)
Tuckers Grove Ave
Internal alleys
Santa Christina Ave (south of
Stearns Wharf St) Santa Christina Ave (Stearns
Ashley Ave e Santa Liza St (Lavigia Dr. Wharf St to Santa Victoria
R-20 Lavigia Dr. to Heritage Rd) Rd)
Gibraltar St (Lavigia Dr. to Santa o Heritage Rd (Santa Liza St Santa Victoria Rd (Santa
Christina Ave) to Santa Victoria Rd) Christina Ave to Santa
Santa Liza St (Lavigia Dr. to Santa Carolina Rd)
Christina Ave)
o Gibraltar St (Copper Creek
Solvang Rd Ave to Laviéia SE) L
Copper Creek Ave (south of « Lavigia Dr. (north of Santa Christina Ave (Santa
Solvang Rd) Gibraltar S't) Victoria Rd to Paterna Dr.)
R-21B Paterna Dr. (west terminus to . i, Santa Victoria Rd (Santa
. e Santa Liza Street (Lavigia S
northern neighborhood boundary) Dr. to Heritage Rd) Chrlst_ma Ave to Santa
CREE)t;rda)ltar St (west of Copper Creek « Heritage R d (Sgnta Liza St Carolina Rd)
to Santa Victoria Rd)
Belvedere St
Birnam Wood Rd
El Paso PI Gibraltar St (Copper Creek
Solvang Rd Ave to Santa Christina Ave)
Copper Creek Ave e Santa Liza Street (Lavigia Santa Christina Ave (Santa
R-23 Karpeles Rd Dr. to Heritage Rd) Victoria Rd to Copper Creek
Gibraltar St (Copper Creek Ave to * Heritage Rd (Santa Liza St Ave)
Lavigia Dr.) to Santa Victoria Rd) Santa Victoria Rd (Santa
Santa Carolina Ave (Birnam Wood Christina Ave to Santa
Rd to Solvang Rd) Carolina Rd)
Lavigia Dr. (Santa Liza St to
Birnam Wood Rd)
Santa Liza St (Lavigia Dr. to * Santa Liza St (western
western neighborhood boundary) nelghborhood boundary to No secondary access
R-24 Heritage Rd) )
Belvedere Street . . required
Central alley e Heritage R_d (Sz_inta Liza St
to Santa Victoria Rd)
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Table C.6
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project Frontage & Access

Neighborhood Frontage/Internal Streets Primary Access Secondary Access?
e Santa Liza St (Santa Carolina Rd to
) Heritage Rd) . o Heritage Rd (Santa Liza St
R-25A e Santa Carolina Rd (Santa Liza St to * Provided by frontage to Santa Victoria Rd)
Santa Victoria Rd)
e Santa Victoria Rd (Santa Christina
Ave to Santa Carolina Rd)
e Santa Carolina Rd (Santa Victoria e Santa Victoria Rd (Santa
R-27 Rd to southern neighborhood e Provided by frontage Christina Ave to Anapamu
boundary) Ave)
e Santa Christina Ave (Santa Victoria
Rd to Keck St)
R-31 e Existing e Existing e Existing
. e Santa Victoria Rd (Olympic Pkwy - e Santa Victoria Rd (eastern
Industrial 1b to eastern boundary) * Provided by frontage boundary to Heritage Rd)
o Heritage Rd (Santa Liza St to Santa
Victoria Rd) . .
In2 « Santa Liza St (Heritage Rd to Santa e Provided by frontage e Provided by frontage
Carolina Rd)
e Heritage Rd (Santa Liza St to
. southern boundary) . .
Industrial 3 « Santa Liza St (Heritage Rd to Santa e Provided by frontage ¢ Provided by frontage
Carolina Rd)
Notes:
1

Primary access identified is one possible route. Alternative access may be provided subject to the approval of the Director of

Development Services.

Secondary accesses are required when more than 120 units are served by the primary access. The identified secondary
access is one possible route; alternative secondary access may be provided subject to the approval of the Director of
Development Services.

If total units utilizing either the primary or secondary routes of access exceed 200, a third access may be required, subject to
the approval of the Director of Development Services.

2

Source: C+RTIA
B. Equivalent Dwelling Units Thresholds

The off-site roadway and intersection improvements that are needed are primarily based
on the traffic generation analysis found in the C+R TIA. Further, they are associated
with each of the mitigation measures identified from the Year 2015, 2020, 2025, and
2030 C+R TIA analyses.

The EDU triggers were developed by Chen Ryan by:

1. Determining the project trip distribution percentages at each of the impacted
intersection or roadway locations;

2. Establishing a trip generation threshold by adding peak hour and corresponding daily
project traffic to the subject location until a direct or cumulative impact occurs; and

3. Converting the identified project trip generation from Step 2 into EDU.

Appendix U from the C+R TIA documents how the EDU triggers were determined for
each of the recommended mitigation measures. Table C.7 summarizes the required
mitigation measures and their associated EDU triggers.
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EDU Triggers to Recommended Mitigation Measures

Table C.7

Analysis

Location Mitigation Measure EDU Trigger
Year
Intersection
First final map that
. . Payment towards TDIF (for the contain the 1,311" EDU
11. Heritage Road / Olympic Parkway construction of Main Street) 2025 of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA
First final map }Ehat
. . Payment towards TDIF (for the contain the 1,311" EDU
13. La Media Road / Olympic Parkway construction of Main Street) 2025 of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA
First final map that
contain the 1% EDU of
26. Heritage Road / Main Street Paymergti t?}g?;gfignt))”: (for 2015 Village 2 Comprehensive
9 SPA with Heritage Road
connection to Main Street
First final map that
. . Payment towards TDIF (for contain the 1,311" EDU
27. La Media Road (SB) / Main Street (WB) Signalization) 2025 of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA
First final map that
. . Payment towards TDIF (for contain the 1,311" EDU
28. La Media Road (NB) / Main Street (WB) Signalization) 2025 of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA
First final map that
H th
29. La Media Road (SB) / Main Street (EB) Payment towards TDIF (for o0p5 | containthe 1,311 "EDU
Signalization) of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA
First final map that
; th
30. La Media Road (NB) / Main Street (EB) |  F2yment towards TDIF (for o0p5 | containthe 1,311 "EDU
Signalization) of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA
First final map that
H th
31. Magdalena Avenue / Main Street Payment_ towz?\rds_ TDIF (for 2025 contain the_1,311 EDU
Signalization) of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA
Roadway Segment
First final map that
Olympic Parkway between Heritage Road Payment towards TDIF (for 2025 contain the 1,311" EDU
and Santa Venetia Street construction of Main Street) of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA
First final map that
Heritage Road between East Palomar Street Payment towards TDIF (for 2025 contain the 1,311 EDU
and Olympic Parkway construction of Main Street) of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA

Source: C+R TIA
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IV.5.

Cost & Financing Traffic Improvements

A. Street Improvements

The Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA internal streets and associated
signalization, if required, are the financial responsibility of the Developer/Builder (see
Table C.7). Off-site streets and signal improvements are subdivision exactions. The
required development phasing is based on the project C+R TIA.

. Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF)

The project is within the boundaries of the TDIF program and, as such, the project is
subject to the payment of the fees at the rates in effect at the time building permits are
issued. However, the improvements identified on Table C.7 are required to be
constructed according to the approved EDU Triggers. The TDIF ordinance allows for the
issuance of credit in lieu of fees when an eligible facility is constructed by the project. If
the total eligible construction cost amounts to more than the total required TDIF fees as
indicated below, the owner/developer may be given credits toward future building
permits outside of the SPA area.

The current Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Ordinance sets forth the
calculation of development impact fees. This PFFP uses the CVMC Chapter 3.54 as the
basis for the estimated TDIF fees. Table B.8 illustrates the fee schedule at the time of
this PFFP preparation:

Table C.8 presents the net increase (see Table B.3) for the SPA Amendment only and
does not include the originally Approved SPA DUs and Commercial/Industrial acreages.
The SPA Amendment proposes a maximum of 130,000 of Commercial square footage.
The table is provided as an estimate only. Fees may change depending upon the actual
number dwelling units, the actual acreage for commercial and industrial land and the
current city fee, which is subject to change from time to time. Final calculations will be
known at time building permits are applied for.

Table C.8
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Estimated TDIF Fees’

Land Use

Dwelling Units

Com’l S.F.

Fee

Total Fees

-70

$12,494/DU

-874,580

Multi-Family

1632

$9,995/DU

$16,311,840

Mixed Use &
Commercial

130,000 s.f.

$199,901/20K s.f.

1,299,356

Total

1562

$16,736,616

7

Estimated TDIF is based on the Revised November 7, 2013, City of Chula Vista Development Checklist for Municipal Code
Requirements (Form 5509) and is subject to annual adjustments. Actual TDIF may be different.
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C. Traffic Signal Fee

Future development within the project will be required to pay Traffic Signal Fees in
accordance with Chula Vista Council Policy No. 475-01. The estimated fee is calculated
based on the current fee of $34.27 (the date of this PFFP) per vehicle trip generated per
day for various land use categories. Table C.9 is provided as an estimate only. Fees may
change depending upon the actual number dwelling units, the actual acreage for
commercial and industrial land and the current city fee, which is subject to change from
time to time. Final calculations will be known at time building permits are applied for.

Table C.9

Village 2 Comprehensive SPA

Estimated Traffic Signal Fees®
Year Project Trips Traffic Signal Fee @ $34.27/Trip
2015 7,530 $258,053
2020 5,573 $190,987
2025 4,697 $160,966
2030 0 $0
Total 17,800 $610,006

D. Non-DIF Streets and Signals
Internal public streets and signals are not eligible for DIF credit pursuant to city policy.
These streets and signals will be funded by the development.

8 Estimated Traffic Signal Fee is based on the Revised November 7, 2013, City of Chula Vista Development Checklist for
Municipal Code Requirements (Form 5509) and is subject to annual adjustments. Trips are estimated, based on the C+R
TIA, actual trips and Traffic Signal Fees may be different.
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IV.6.

Threshold Compliance and Requirements

A.

The facilities presented in Table C.7 are needed, based on frontage development. These
roadways need to be built when the land uses fronting the roads are developed in order to
provide sufficient number of access points according to the City’s Subdivision Manual.

The Subdivision Manual requires that “single family residential development shall not
exceed 120 residential lots unless two points of access are provided and shall not exceed
200 residential lots unless three points of access are provided”. The project applicant will
conduct a traffic study (prior to the 201* EDU) which shows traffic operations with one
or two access points are sufficient from an LOS perspective to serve the village and to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Threshold compliance will continue to be monitored through the annual intersection-
monitoring program and the Eastern Chula Vista Transportation Phasing Plan updates.

The project shall be conditioned to pay TDIF Fees and Traffic Signal Fees at the rate in
effect at the time building permits are issued.

Table C.7 summarizes the required mitigation measures and their associated Equivalent
Dwelling Units (EDU) triggers.

Table C.10 summarizes the significant traffic impacts and associated required mitigation
measures from the Supplemental EIR for Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan.

In addition to the identified thresholds, it is recommended that the City of Chula Vista
require the following prior to issuance of each final map:

e Owner/Developer shall be responsible for assuring right-of-way improvements (curb,
gutter, street, sidewalk, landscape, and traffic controls) necessary for vehicular and
pedestrian connection from the subject map area to existing public roadways. Connection
shall be provided to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

e  Owner/Developer shall be responsible for assuring enhancements within the right-of-way
(landscaping, pedestrian lighting, and street furniture) which abut the subject map area.

e Owner/Developer shall be responsible for assuring all in-tract improvements within the
subject map area.

e Owner/Developer shall be responsible for assuring enhancements outside the right-of-
way and internal to the subject map area (open space lots, landscape and irrigation of
slopes).

e Prior to issuance of final map, Owner/Developer shall assure applicable off-site
infrastructure improvements (storm drains, water quality facilities) which are sized to
serve subject map area.

e The owner/developer for any individual neighborhood shall be required to post or
provide use of surety bonds which secure the Owner/Developer's construction cost of the
infrastructure requirements identified above. The bond shall be for the value of
improvements necessary to complete approved public improvements. Permission to use
existing, approved improvement plans and bonds shall be an acceptable means of
satisfying the above listed requirements, to the satisfaction of the city engineer.
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Additional notes:

Modification to any of the above listed requirements requires approval by the City
Engineer.

Final map phases of subject the tentative maps shall include all remaining in-tract
improvements and shall not be less than 10 units.

. Requirements:

1.

Prior to the first final ‘B’ map, developer shall agree to physically grade all
industrial property in Village Two South to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development Services, prior to the final map proposing their 2,000 unit in
Village 2.

Prior to the first final map for the project, applicant shall agree to construct a
minimum of two lanes of Heritage Road from Olympic Parkway to Main
Street prior to issuance of the Applicant’s 155" building permit in Village 2
sewering south (toward Main Street), to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development Services.

Prior to the first final map for the project developer shall agree not to protest
the formation of a reimbursement district for the construction of non-TDIF
eligible improvements associated with the construction of Heritage Road.

Prior to the first final map, developer shall agree to construct the pedestrian
bridge from Village 2 to Village 6, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development Services prior to the final map proposing their 2,800th unit
within Village 2.

Prior to the first final ‘B” map for MU-2, MU-3, or C-1, developer shall agree
to the widen State Street prior to the first certificate of occupancy on either
adjacent lot, to the satisfaction of the Director of Development Services.
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Tabl

e C.10

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Ilfl.pac?ed Facility/ Note Vel 20.15 Pl Vel 20.20 Pl Year 2025 Plus Project Year 2030 Plus Project
Mitigation Measure Project Project
Intersection
1-805 SB Ramps / Olympic Type of Impact — Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative
Parkway Mitigation Measure — No feasible mitigation, No feasible mitigation, impact No feasible mitigation,

TCA-1, TCA-7, TCA- 14

impact remains significant
and unmitigable

remains significant
and unmitigable

impact remains significant
and unmitigable

Pre-Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — E/F D/F D/F
Trigger — — —
Post Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — — —
Heritage Road / Olympic Type of Impact — — Project Specific —
Parkway Mitigation Measure — — Payment towards TDIF for the —
construction of Main Street
TCA-3 Pre-Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — — E/E —
Trigger — — 1st Final Map that contains the —
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA
Post Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — — D/D —
La Media Road / Olympic Type of Impact — — Cumulative —
Parkway Mitigation Measure — — Payment towards TDIF for the —
construction of Main Street
TCA-5 Pre-Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — — E/D —
Trigger — — 1st Final Map that contains the —
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA
Post Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — — D/D —
La Media Road (SB) / Main Type of Impact — Cumulative —
Street (WB) Mitigation Measure — Payment towards TDIF for —
Construction of Main St.
TCA-6

Pre-Mitigation LOS (AM/PM)

E/E

Trigger

1st Final Map that contains the
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA

Post Mitigation LOS (AM/PM)

AlA

Table C.10 Continued
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures
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Impacted Facility/

Note

Year 2015 Plus

Year 2020 Plus

Year 2025 Plus Project

Year 2030 Plus Project

Mitigation Measure Project Project
Intersection
La Media Road (NB) / Main Type of Impact — - Cumulative —
Street (WB) Mitigation Measure — Payment towards TDIF for —
Signalization
TCA-7 Pre-Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — E/E —
Trigger — 1st Final Map that contains the —
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA
Post Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — AlA —
La Media Road (SB) / Main Type of Impact — Cumulative —
Street (EB) Mitigation Measure — Payment towards TDIF for —
Signalization
TCA-7 Pre-Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — E/E —
Trigger — 1st Final Map that contains the —
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA
Post Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — AlA —
La Media Road (NB) / Main Type of Impact — Cumulative —

Street (EB) (all-way stop
controlled)

Mitigation Measure

Payment towards TDIF for
Signalization

Pre-Mitigation LOS (AM/PM)

E/E

TCA-9 Trigger — 1st Final Map that contains the —
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA

Post Mitigation LOS (AM/PM) — - AlA —

Magdalena Avenue / Main Type of Impact — Cumulative —

Street Mitigation Measure — - Payment towards TDIF for —
Signalization

TCA-10 — E/E

Pre-Mitigation LOS (AM/PM)

Trigger

1st Final Map that contains the
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA

Post Mitigation LOS (AM/PM)

B/B
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Table C.10 Continued
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impacted Facility/
Mitigation Measure

Note

Year 2015 Plus
Project

Year 2020 Plus Project

Year 2025 Plus Project

Year 2030 Plus Project

Roadway Segment

Orange Avenue, between
Melrose Avenue and 1-805
SB Ramps

TCA-2, TCA-12 TCA-15

Type of Impact

Cumulative

Cumulative

Cumulative

Mitigation Measure

No feasible mitigation,
impact remains significant
and unmitigable

No feasible mitigation,
impact remains significant
and unmitigable

No feasible mitigation,
impact remains significant
and unmitigable

Pre-Mitigation LOS

D

D

E

Trigger

Post Mitigation LOS

Source: Supplemental EIR for Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
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Table C.10 Continued
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impacted Facility/
Mitigation Measure

Note

Year 2015 Plus
Project

Year 2020 Plus Project

Year 2025 Plus Project

Year 2030 Plus Project

Olympic Parkway, between
Heritage Road and Santa
Venetia Street

TCA-16

Type of Impact

Cumulative

Mitigation Measure

Payment towards TDIF for the
construction of Main Street,
between Heritage Road and
La Media Road

Pre-Mitigation LOS

D

Trigger

1st Final Map that contains the
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA

Post Mitigation LOS

B

Heritage Road, between East
Palomar Street and Olympic
Parkway

TCA-11

Type of Impact

Project Specific

Mitigation Measure

Payment towards TDIF for the
construction of Main Street,
between Heritage Road and
La Media Road

Pre-Mitigation LOS

D

Trigger

1st Final Map that contains the
1311th EDU of Village 2 Comp
SPA

Post Mitigation LOS

D (Intersection along
segment operating @ LOS D
or better)
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Table C.10 Continued
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impacted
Facility/Mitigation
Measure

Note

Year 2015 Plus
Project

Year 2020 Plus Project

Year 2025 Plus
Project

Year 2030 Plus Project

Freeway/State Highway Segment

1-805, from SR-94 to
Market Street

Cumulative Impact:
No feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

Cumulative Impact: No
feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

1-805, from Market Street
to Imperial Avenue

Cumulative Impact: No
feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

Cumulative Impact:
No feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

Cumulative Impact: No
feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

1-805, from Imperial
Avenue to E Division
Street

Cumulative Impact: No
feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

Cumulative Impact:
No feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

Cumulative Impact: No
feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

1-805, from Plaza
Boulevard to SR-54

Cumulative Impact:
No feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

Cumulative Impact: No
feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

1-805, from SR-54 to Bonita
Road

Cumulative Impact: No
feasible mitigation, impact
remains significant and
unmitigable

1-805, from Bonita Road to
East H Street

Cumulative Impact:
No feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

Cumulative Impact: No
feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable
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Table C.10 Continued
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impacted
Facility/Mitigation Note \(2ls 20.15 AT Year 2020 Plus Project LS 20.25 AT Year 2030 Plus Project
Measure Project Project
Freeway/State Highway Segment
1-805, from East H Street Cumulative Impact: No
to Telegraph Canyon Road feasible mitigation,
impact remains
significant and
unmitigable

Freeway/State Highway Ramp Metering

None

Source: Supplemental EIR for Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
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Intentionally Left Blank
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V.2.

V.3.

POLICE
Threshold Standard

A. Emergency Response: properly equipped and staffed police units shall respond to 81%
of “Priority One” Emergency calls within 7 minutes and shall maintain an average
response time to all “Priority One” emergency calls of 5.5 minutes or less.

B. Urgent Response: Respond to 57% of “Priority Two” urgent calls within 7 minutes and
maintain an average response time to all “Priority Two” calls of 7.5 minutes or less.

Service Analysis

The City of Chula Vista Police Department provides police services. The purpose of the
Threshold Standards is to maintain or improve the current level of police services throughout
the City by ensuring that adequate levels of staff, equipment and training are provided.
Police threshold performance was analyzed in the “Report on Police Threshold Performance
1990-1999”, completed April 13, 2000. In response to Police Department and GMOC
concerns the City Council amended the threshold standards for Police Emergency Response
on May 28, 2002, with adoption of Ordinance 2860. Police Facilities are also addressed in A
Master Plan for the Chula Vista Civic Center Solving City Space Needs through Year 2010,
dated May 8, 1989.

Adequacy Analysis

According to the GMOC 2013 Annual Report the response times for “Priority One” Calls for
Service (CFS) were not met during the 2011-2012 time period (see Table D.1). The CVPD
responded to 78.4 percent of Priority 1 “Emergency Response” calls within 7 minutes, which was
2.6 percent below the threshold standard of 81 percent, and 7.3 percent below the
percentage reported for the previous year. The average response time, however, was
within the threshold standard. With an average response time of 5 minutes and 1 second, the
response time was 29 seconds better than the threshold standard requires, but 21 seconds longer
than the previous year.

The CVPD attributes the increased response times to chronically low staffing in the
Community Patrol Division. Grant funding received in 2012, however, may relieve the
situation somewhat because it allows the department to recruit six new officers to the Patrol
Division in 2013. Another 2.5 Community Service Officers are planned to be added.

The department has implemented a hybrid patrol schedule in 2013 that is expected to have a
positive effect on response times. The 4/10-3/12 schedule adds more staffing on Friday
through Sunday, when call-for-service volumes are highest. Officers work a 10-hour schedule
from Monday through Thursday and a 12-hour schedule Friday through Sunday.

“Priority Two” CFS during the same period were not met. The Priority Two CFS has not
been met for several years. For Priority Two CFS, the department responded to 49.8%,
which is identical to the previous year’s percentage. The GMOC has determined that
“Priority Two” or the Urgent Emergency Response time threshold has not been met.
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Table D.1
Historic Response Times
Priority | -- Emergency Response, Calls For Service
% of Call Response | Average Response
call Vallre w/in 7 MinuF;es qI'ime P

Threshold 81.0% 5:30
FY 2011-12 726 of 64,386 78.4% 5:01
FY 2010-11 657 of 64,695 85.7% 4:40
FY 2009-10 673 of 68,145 85.1% 4:28
FY 2008-09 788 of 70,051 84.6% 4:26
FY 2007-08 1,006 of 74,192 87.9% 4:19
FY 2006-07 976 of 74,277 84.5% 4:59
FY2005-06 1,068 of 73,075 82.3% 4:51
FY2004-05 1,289 of 74,106 80.0% 5:11
FY2003-04 1,322 of 71,000 82.1% 4:52
FY 2002-03 1,424 of 71,268 80.8% 4:55
FY 2001-02 1,539 of 71,859 80.0% 5:07
FY 2000-01 1,734 of 73,977 79.7% 5:13
FY 1999-00 1,750 of 76,738 75.9% 5:21
CY 1999° 11,890 of 74,405 70.9% 5:50

Source: GMOC 2013 Annual Report

The original 1991 Urgent Response or Priority Two threshold standard was: Respond to 62%
of calls within 7 minutes, maintaining an average of 7 minutes or less. In 1999, the City's
Special Projects Division and the Police Department presented the GMOC with a report titled
“Report on Police Threshold Performance 1990-1999.” The report indicated that, prior to
implementation of the CAD system, human error occurred when measuring dispatch time.
The report suggested that the Priority Two threshold should have been set at 57% of calls
within 7 minutes, with an average response time of 7.5 minutes. Subsequently, the City
Council approved the proposed change to the threshold standard in 2002, which is the
standard currently in effect.

One result of the aforementioned police threshold report was a 2003 change in the methodology
for reporting the threshold data. The report pointed out that 42% of the Priority Two calls were
alarm calls, and 99.9% of the alarm calls were false alarms. Therefore, the false alarms were taken
out of the calculations. However, the Priority Two threshold standard still could not be met.

For the past 15 years, the Threshold Standard for Priority Two -Urgent Response has not been
met. The percentage of calls responded to within 7 minutes has dropped to 41.9 percent, which is
7.9 points lower than last year, putting it 15.1 points below the threshold standard of 57 percent
(see Table D.2). This is the largest noncompliant gap since FY 2005-06, when 40 percent of the
calls were responded to within 7 minutes. The 11 minutes and 54 seconds average response time
for FY 2011-12 was 4 minutes and 24 seconds above the threshold standard, which was 1 minute
and 48 seconds worse than last year and the worst time ever reported to the GMOC.

®  The FY98-99 GMOC Report used calendar 1999 data due to the implementation of the new CAD system in mid-1998.
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The CVPD reported that staffing must significantly increase in the Community Patrol Division in
order to meet the Priority 2 threshold standard. According to CVPD “This is most likely the
best that can be achieved without additional patrol personnel.” As mentioned above, the Police
Department is in the process of hiring additional officers.

Part of the non-compliance problem may be the threshold standard itself. Previous GMOC
annual reports have explained that the City's growth management staff and Police Department
staff have determined that Priority Two needs to be modified to more accurately report
response times. According to the 2012 GMOC Annual Report, the Police Department had
exhausted all resources with the goal of improving Priority Two response times; and without
funding for additional staff, the Priority Two Threshold Standard will remain unmet in the
foreseeable future.

Overall, the 2013 GMOC Annual Report indicates that the GMOC is concerned that the trend for
both Priority 1 and 2 is headed in the wrong direction, and will continue to monitor these closely
in future reports.

The recommendation for a modified Threshold Standard will be the result of staff analyzing
data and working with the Police Department during a comprehensive review of the Growth
Management Program. The GMOC will be proposing changes to the Priority Two Threshold
Standard when it presents the results of the comprehensive review to the City Council. The
changes will clear up some confusing aspects of how response times are currently reported
and establish a response goal that is reasonable and appropriate.

Table D.2
Historic Response Times
Priority II -Urgent Response, Calls for Service

% of Call Response | Average Response

calllve s within 7 Min. Time*
Threshold 57.0% 7:30
FY 2011-12 22,121 of 64,386 41.9% 11:54
FY 2010-11 21,500 of 64,95 49.8% 10:06
FY 2009-10 22,240 of 68,145 49.8% 9:55
FY 2008-09 22,686 of 70,051 53.5% 9:16
FY 2007-08 23,955 of 74,192 53.1% 9:18
FY 2006-07 24,407 of 74,277 43.3% 11:18
FY 2005-06 24,876 of 73,075 40.0% 12:33
FY 2004-05 24,923 of 74,106 40.5% 11:40
FY 2003-04 24,741 of 71,000 48.4% 9:50
FY 2002-03 22,871 of 71,268 50.2% 9:24
FY 2001-02 22,199 of 71,859 45.6% 10:04
FY 2000-01 25,234 of 73,977 47.9% 9:38
FY 1999-00 23,898 of 76,738 46.4% 9:37
CY 1999 20,405 of 74,405 45.8% 9:35
FY 1997-98 22,342 of 69,196 52.9% 8:13
FY 1996-97 22,140 of 69,904 62.2% 6:50
FY 1995-96 21,743 of 71,197 64.5% 6:38

Source: GMOC 2013 Annual Report
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V.4,

The Priority Two threshold standard has been out of compliance for fifteen consecutive years.
The GMOC’s 2013 Annual Report recommends that the City Council support the Police
Chief's efforts to 1) increase staff to budget levels, and 2) effectively manage work schedules
to improve response times.

Currently, the CVPD’s staffing levels are not sufficient to meet the threshold response
standards. The CVPD does have adequate facilities. In terms of the current staffing, any
additional developments could potentially have a negative impact on police response times to
the service area. The comprehensive use of advanced crime prevention through
environmental design (CPTED) principles could help mitigate, to some extent, the impact on
police services. In particular, completely controlling access to surface parking lots and
structures would reduce vehicle crime in the proposed development area. Additionally, the
use of construction materials and design approaches that reduce noise levels in residential
units may also help mitigate the impact on police services.

Financing Police Facilities

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 7, 2006 by adoption of Ordinance 3050. The PFDIF is adjusted every
October 1% pursuant to Ordinance 3010, which was adopted by the City Council on June 14,
2005. The Police PDIF Fee for Single Family Development is $1,671 per unit and
$1,805/unit for Multi-Family Development (see Table B.5)". This amount is subject to
change as it is amended from time to time. The project will be subject to the payment of the
fee at the rate in effect at the time building permits are issued. At the current fee rate, the
project Police Fee obligation at build-out is $2,858,795.

Table D.3
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Public Facilities Fees For Police!

Land Use Dwelling Units Acres Fee/DU or Ac. Total Fees
Single Family 70 $1.671 -116,970
Multi-Family 1,632 $1,805 $2,945,760
Inc_justrial 0 $1,703
E:A(;)r;?r(rj\eLrjgieafL 3.8 $7,89 $30,005
Total 1,562 $2,858,795

Table D.3 presents the net increase (see Table B.3) for the SPA Amendment only and does
not include the originally Approved SPA DUs and Commercial/Industrial acreages. The
projected fee illustrated in Table D.3 is an estimate only. Actual fees may be different.
PFDIF Fees are subject to change depending upon City Council actions and or Developer
actions that change residential densities, industrial acreage or commercial acreages.

10

11

Fee based on Form 5509 dated 11/07/2013. Actual fee may be different, please verify with the City of Chula Vista at the
time of building permit.

The PDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Changes in the number of dwelling units, Industrial
Acreage or Commercial Acreage may affect the estimated fee.

52 Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP




V.5.

Threshold Compliance

The GMOC 2013 Annual Report found the Priority 1 and 2 Threshold Standards are non-
compliant. This is a result of low staffing in the Community Patrol Division. The
Department is in the process of increasing staff to budget levels and more effectively manage
work schedules to improve response times.

Project compliance will be satisfied with the payment of Public Facilities Fees. The proposed
project will be required to pay public facilities fees for police services, based on the number
of dwelling units, prior to the issuance of building permits; the fees shall be paid at the rate in
effect at the time payment is made.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A. The City will continue to monitor police responses to calls for service in both the
Emergency (priority one) and Urgent (priority two) categories and report the results to
the GMOC on an annual basis.

B. That the City Council support a change to the Priority Two threshold when it is brought
to them.

C. That City Council support the Police Chief's efforts to 1) increase staff to budget levels, and
2) effectively manage the work schedules to improve response times.

D. That the City Council considers a permanent satellite facility in eastern Chula Vista when
it is brought to them.
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VI. FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES
VI.1. Threshold Standard
Emergency response: Properly equipped and staffed fire and medical units shall respond to
calls throughout the City within seven (7) minutes in 80 percent of the cases.
VI.2. Service Analysis
The City of Chula Vista Fire Department (CVFD) provides Fire and Emergency Medical
Services (EMS). EMS is provided on a contract basis with American Medical Response
(AMR). The City also has countywide mutual and automatic aid agreements with
surrounding agencies, should the need arise for their assistance. The purpose of the
Threshold Standard and the monitoring of response times are to maintain and improve the
current level of fire protection EMS in the City. Fire/EMS facilities are provided for in the
recently City Council Adopted (1/28/2014) Fire Facility, Equipment and Deployment Master
Plan (FFMP). The FFMP indicates that the number and location of fire stations primarily
determine response time. The Master Plan evaluates the planning area's fire coverage needs,
and recommends a Twelve (12) station network at build out to maintain compliance with the
Threshold Standard (see Table E.1).
VI.3. Existing Conditions
There are currently nine (9) fire stations serving the City of Chula Vista. The existing station
network is listed below:
Table E.1
Current Fire Station Facilities
Station Location | Equipment | Staffing
Current Fire Station Facilities
Station 1 447 F St. Engine 51/Truck 51/Battalion 51 Assigned: 24 - On Duty: 8
Station 2 80 East J St. Engine 52 Assigned: 9 - On Duty: 3
Station 3 | 1410 Brandywine Ave. | US&R'® 53 + Tender & Trailer Assigned: 12 - On Duty: 4
Station 4 850 Paseo Ranchero Engine 54 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Station 5 391 Oxford St. Engine 55 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Station 6 605 Mt. Miguel Rd. Engine 56/Brush 56 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Station 7 | 1640 Santa Venetia Rd. | Engine 57/Truck 57/Battalion 52 Assigned: 24 On Duty: 8
Station 8 1180 Woods Dr. Engine 58 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Station 9 291 E. Oneida Street Engine 59 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3

Planned Fire Station Facilities

EUC New Engine/ New Truck Unknown
Bayfront New Engine/ New Truck Unknown
Village 8 West New Engine/ New Truck Unknown

12

National Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) Response System Team

Source: CVFD
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V1.4,

Adequacy Analysis

The City of Chula Vista Fire Department (CVFD) currently serves areas within the City's
boundaries, including the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan. Specifically, the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan project is within the service area of Fire Station #7, located at the
southwest corner of Santa Venetia Street and La Media Road. Other stations that are near the
project are:

. Fire Station #4, located in Rancho Del Rey — 2.5 miles
° Fire Station #8, located in EastLake Il — 3.5 miles

The department’s standard response to a fire at the project site, depending upon the land use
involved, could include: Four Fire Engines from Stations 4, 6, 7 & 8; Two Trucks from Stations 1 &
7, Two Battalion Chiefs from Stations 1 & 7; and One Urban Search & Rescue team from Station 3.

The Fire/EMS response time threshold was not met for calendar year 2012. The percentage of calls
responded to within 7 minutes dropped approximately 2% between Fiscal Year 2011 (78.1%) and
Fiscal Year 20'12 (76.4). This is down a total of 8.6% in the past two years, and 3.6% below the
threshold standard of 80%. The CVFD explained that, during the reporting period, the call volume
increased by 1,493 calls (10% medical and 24% fire) while available resources, staffing and
facilities remained the same, resulting in a higher demand on available resources, which made the
standard more difficult to achieve. CVFD indicates that the aging fleet of fire apparatus, combined
with a reduction in public works support staff (radio technicians and mechanics) also hampered their
ability to meet the standards.

Table E.2
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan PFFP
Fire/EMS - Emergency Response Times Since 2000

% of All Call Response
Years Call Volume Within 7:00 Minutes
FY 2012 11,132 76.4%
FY 2011 9,916 78.1%
FY 2010 10,296 85.0%
FY 2009 9,363 84.0%
FY 2008 9,883 86.9%
FY 2007 10,020 88.1%
CY 2006 10,390 85.2%
CY 2005 9,907 81.6%
FY 2003-04 8,420 72.9%
FY 2002-03 8,088 75.5%
FY 2001-02 7,626 69.7%
FY 2000-01 7,128 80.8%

Source: GMOC 2012 Annual Report

Regardless of the downturn in response times, the CVFD reported that the average response
time for 80% of the calls actually improved by 47 seconds, due to the fact that the majority of the
calls were on the west side of the City, where navigation through the roadways is easier.
Response times in the west averaged 5.39 minutes; response times in the east averaged 6.48
minutes. The city street network pattern contributes to emergency response times. The City
of Chula Vista west of 1-805 has a grid street pattern that promotes accessibility and
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VI.5.

generally has good response times™. East of 1-805 the street pattern is less of a grid,
consisting of a hierarchy of streets, curvilinear street patterns and cul-de-sacs that can
restrict accessibility and lower response times. New developments in the City of Chula
Vista should consider street connectivity and accessibility for emergency vehicles. To
address the situation, the Fire Department is developing techniques and solutions that will
improve response times.

As noted above, there were 1,493 more calls for service in 2012 than in 2011 and the majority of
increased calls were for fires. The percentage of fire calls went from 5.1% in 2011 to 7.19% in
2012. The other calls in 2012 were medical (84.59%) and other emergencies (8.22%).

Fire & EMS Facility Analysis:

The CVFD has four fire stations west of Interstate 805 and 6 fire stations east of 1-805. An
additional station is planned as a part of the future Bay Front project. Response times are
good for west side stations since they are located within a traditional grid street pattern plus
fewer calls for service than the eastern stations. New developments in the eastern portion of
the city will require better street connectivity and an increased awareness for emergency
vehicle access to improve response times. The CVFD has indicated that new fire apparatus is
necessary to accommodate new growth over the next five years.

The City of Chula Vista has contracted with San Diego Dispatch since March, 2008, to
respond to fire and medical dispatch calls. The percentage of calls responded to within seven
minutes is approximately what it was prior to outsourcing, and at 76.4% is below the 80%
threshold standard (see Table E.3 below).

Table E.3
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan PFFP
Fire/EMS - Emergency Response Times Comparison

Years Ave][grgg;zsg?rgglglme Average Travel Time
FY 2012 5:59 341
FY 2011 6:46 341
FY 2010 5:09 3:40
FY 2009 4:46 3:33
FY 2008 6:31 3:17
FY 2007 6:24 3:30
CY 2006 6:43 3:36
CY 2005 7:05 3:31

FY 2003-04 7:38 3:32
FY 2002-03 7:35 3:43
FY 2001-02 7:53 3:39
FY 2000-01 7:02 3:18

Source: GMOC 2013 Annual Report

The CVFD has requested that the City of Chula Vista use the National Fire Prevention
Association (NFPA) standards for future GMOC reporting. The NFPA standards are used by
fire departments to assess and report response and Effective Fire Force (EFF) statistics. Using
this standard would measure the CVFD against the National standard of 1 minute dispatch, 1
minute turnout and 4 minute travel time, and would provide a clearer picture of how CVFD
and the dispatch center are doing each year.

B Fire Marshall, City of Chula Vista, December 14, 2012.
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VI.7.

Financing Fire & EMS Facilities:

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 7, 2006 by adoption of Ordinance 3050. The PFDIF is adjusted every
October 1¥ pursuant to Ordinance 3010, which was adopted by the City Council on June 14,
2005. The Fire PFDIF Fee for Single Family Development is $1,393/unit and $1,001/unit for
Multi-Family Development (see Table A.7)™. This amount is subject to change as it is amended
from time to time. The project will be subject to the payment of the fee at the rate in effect at the
time building permits are issued. At the current fee rate, the project Fire Fee obligation at build-
out is $ 1,550,110.

Table E.4
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Public Facilities Fees For Fire™

Land Use Dwelling Units Acres Fee/DU or Ac. Total Fees
$
Single Family 70 $1,393 97,510
$
Multi-Family 1,632 $1,001 1,633,632
Industrial 0 $731 $0
Mixed Use
Commercial 3.8 $3,681 $ 13,988
Total 1,562 $ 1,550,110

Table E.4 presents the net increase (see Table B.3) for the SPA Amendment only and does
not include the originally Approved SPA DUs and Commercial/Industrial acreages. The
projected fee illustrated in Table E.4 is an estimate only. Actual fees may be different. PFDIF
Fees are subject to change depending upon City Council actions and or Developer actions that
change residential densities, industrial acreage or commercial acreages.

Threshold Compliance and Requirements:

A. The City will continue to monitor fire department responses to emergency fire and medical
calls and report the results to the GMOC on an annual basis.

B. The Project shall pay public facilities fees prior to the issuance of building permits; the fees shall
be paid at the rate in effect at the time payment is made.

C. That City Council directs the Fire Department to implement effective measures that will
ensure that the threshold standard will be met.

D. The Fire Department will review future Tentative Maps for street connectivity to increase
access for new development.

14

Fee based on Form 5509 dated 11/07/2013. Actual fee may be different, please verify with the City of Chula Vista at the

time of building permit.

15

The PDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Changes in the number of dwelling units, Industrial

Acreage or Commercial Acreage may affect the estimated fee.
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VII.

VIIL1.

VIIl.2.

SCHOOLS
Threshold Standard

The City shall annually provide the two local school districts with a 12 to 18 month
development forecast and request an evaluation of their ability to accommodate the forecast
and continuing growth. The Districts' replies should address the following:

1. Amount of current capacity now used or committed.

2. Ability to absorb forecasted growth in affected facilities.

3. Evaluation of funding and site availability for projected new facilities.
4

Other relevant information the District(s) desire(s) to communicate to the City and
GMOC.

Service Analysis

School facilities and services in Chula Vista are provided by two school districts. The Chula
Vista Elementary School District (CVESD) administers education for kindergarten through
sixth grades. The Sweetwater Union High School District (SUHSD) administers education
for the Junior/Middle and Senior High Schools of a large district, which includes the City of
Chula Vista. The purpose of the threshold standard is to ensure that the districts have the
necessary school sites and funds to meet the needs of students in newly developing areas in a
timely manner, and to prevent the negative impacts of overcrowding on the existing schools.
Through the provision of development forecasts, school district personnel can plan and
implement school facility construction and program allocation in line with development.

On November 3, 1998, California voters approved Proposition 1A, the Class Size Reduction
Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 1998. Prior to the passage
of Proposition 1A, school districts relied on statutory school fees established by Assembly
Bill 2926 ("School Fee Legislation") which was adopted in 1986, as well as judicial authority
(i.e., Mira-Hart-Murrieta court decisions) to mitigate the impacts of new residential
development. In a post Proposition 1A environment, the statutory fees provided for in the
School Fee Legislation remains in effect and any mitigation requirements or conditions of
approval not memorialized in a mitigation agreement, after January 1, 2000, will be replaced
by Alternative Fees (sometimes referred to as Level Il and Level Il Fees). The statutory fee
for residential development is referred to in these circumstances as the Level | Fee (i.e.,
currently at $2.24 per square foot for new residential construction and $0.36 per square foot
for new commercial and industrial construction).

CVESD utilizes their current Fee Justification Report, June 2012, by SDFA, to quantify the
impacts of new residential development on the district’s school facilities, and to calculate the
permissible Alternative Fees to be collected from such new residential development. To
ensure the timely construction of school facilities to house students from residential
development, alternative fees or implementation of a Mello Roos Community Facilities
District (CFD) will be necessary.

Both CVESD and SUHSD are justified per Gov’t Code to collect the maximum fee of $3.20
per square foot for new residential construction. CVESD has an agreement with SUHSD
specifying the amount of the development fee that each district collects from new residential
development. Based on the agreement, CVESD collects $1.41 per square foot and SUHSD
collects $1.79 per square foot for residential construction.
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Sweetwater Union High School District utilizes their current “Sweetwater Union High School
District Long Range Comprehensive Master Plan.” Implementation of the SUHSD Plan is
ongoing and has resulted in the upgrading of older schools and accommodating continuing
growth. In November 2000, a supportive community approved Proposition BB. The district
leveraged $187 million from Proposition BB into a $327 million effort utilizing state funding
to modernize and upgrade twenty-two campuses. Additional work efforts associated with
Proposition O have commenced and construction has begun.

In November 2006, the community supported Proposition O, a 644 million dollar bond
measure. This bond measure addresses the critical and urgent safety needs of the 32
campuses within the SUHSD. The types of repairs and improvements that Prop O addresses
includes: improving handicap accessibility, removing asbestos and lead paint, and upgrading
fire and life safety systems.

Project Processing Requirements

The PFFP is required by the Growth Management Program to address the following issues
for School Services:

1. Identify student generation by phase of development.

2. Specific siting of proposed school facilities will take place in conformance with the
Sweetwater Union High School District Long Range Comprehensive Plan, November
1989 and Chula Vista Elementary School District's Standards and Criteria.

3. Reserve school sites, if necessary, or coordinate with the district for additional school
classrooms.

4. Provide cost estimates for facilities.
5. ldentify facilities consistent with proposed phasing.

6. Demonstrate the ability to provide adequate facilities to access public schools in
conjunction with the construction of water and sewer facilities.

7. Secure financing.
Existing Conditions

School Facilities Inventory, Chula Vista Elementary School District

The CVESD, established in 1892, is the largest kindergarten through sixth grade (grades K-
6) school district in California, and serves nearly 29,000 students in 45 elementary schools
(includes 6 Charter Schools) with approximately 2,500 employees (both certified and
classified) districtwide. Table F.1 lists existing schools together with the capacity and
enrollment of each. Capacity using existing facilities is approximately 31,000. Enrollment is
currently approximately 28,890. Ten of the 45 schools are over capacity and three schools
are near capacity (see Table F.1). A new K-6 school opened in Village 11 in July 2013.
With the addition of this school, the CVESD expects to have adequate capacity to house all
projected students for the next 18 months. However, additional facilities may be necessary
with the next five years.

Currently, several schools in eastern Chula Vista are over capacity, including Arroyo Vista,
Hedenkamp, Veterans, McMillin, Wolf Canyon, and Salt Creek, which has the highest number
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Table F.1
Chula Vista Elementary School District - Enrollments vs. Capacity

Estimated Enrollment

Schools 12/2013 Approximate Capacity | Remaining Capacity
Allen/Ann Daly 431 565 134
Arroyo Vista Charter 1,034 850 -184
Camarena 944 900 -44
Casillas 595 739 144
Castle Park 421 539 118
Chula Vista Hills 559 588 29
Chula Vista LCC 800 725 -75
Clear View Charter 519 593 74
Cook 449 538 89
Discovery Charter 855 950 95
EastLake 633 763 130
Feaster/Ed Charter 1,111 1,164 53
Finney 406 622 216
Halecrest 503 601 98
Harborside 625 914 289
Hedenkamp 1,070 1,045 -25
Heritage 912 863 -49
Hilltop Drive 574 588 14
Juarez-Lincoln 592 776 184
Kellogg 318 539 221
Lauderbach 827 965 138
Liberty 728 748 20
Loma Verde 552 650 98
Los Altos 395 526 131
Marshall 724 734 10
McMillin 856 850 -6
Montgomery 358 526 168
Mueller Charter 1,051 900 -151
Olympic View 851 825 -26
Otay 607 775 168
Palomar 393 468 75
Parkview 364 583 219
Rice 691 741 50
Rogers 472 660 188
Rohr 349 489 140
Rosebank 605 764 159
Salt Creek 1,025 950 -75
Silver Wing 405 638 233
Sunnyside 447 564 117
Tiffany 586 689 103
Valle Lindo 528 714 186
Valley Vista 561 688 127
Veterans 888 850 -38
Vista Square 631 751 120
Wolf Canyon 645 849 204
Totals 28,890 32,759 3,869
District Adjustments 30,984 2,094

Source: CVESD
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Table F.2

Sweetwater Union High School District
Enrollments vs. Capacity 2013-2014

School Site Progralrgo(o:/;apauty Estimated Enrollment | Capacity vs. Projected
Middle Schools
Bonita Vista 1,724 1,044 680
Castle Park 1,906 732 1,174
Chula Vista 1,795 1,056 739
EastLake 1,861 1,720 141
Granger 1,491 1,043 448
Hilltop 1,622 1,037 585
Mar Vista Mid. 1,684 828 856
Montgomery Mid. 1,408 805 603
National City Mid. 1,410 787 623
Rancho del Rey 1,700 1,700 0
Southwest 1,712 719 993
Subtotal 18,313 11,471 6,842
High Schools
Bonita Vista 2,795 2,478 317
Castle Park 2,514 1,396 1,118
Chula Vista 3,430 2,714 716
EastLake 2,996 2,892 104
East Hills Academy* 132 48 84
Hilltop 2,889 2,042 847
Mar Vista 2,431 1,637 794
Montgomery 2,798 1,621 1,177
Olympian 2,468 1,896 572
Otay Ranch 2,985 2,618 367
San Ysidro 2,905 2,165 740
Southwest 2,954 1,572 1,382
Sweetwater 3,266 2,533 733
Palomar 648 373 275
Subtotal 35,211 25,985 9,226
Total 53,524 37,456 16,068

* Combined Jr. High & High School

Source: SUHSD
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(75). The Learning Community in western Chula Vista is also over capacity and is projected to
be nearly 150 over capacity within five years, along with Mueller (58).

School Facilities Inventory, Sweetwater Union High School District

The District serves nearly 40,000 students in middle and high school (grades 7-12). The
SUHSD currently administers eleven (11) junior high/middle schools and twelve (12) senior
high schools including one continuation high school within the District. Several middle and
high schools are planned or have been recently opened in the area. Olympian High School
was opened in 2006 within Village 7, and has a planned capacity of 2,600 students. A new 7—
12 school is planned within Otay Ranch Village 11. However, there is no construction
schedule available.

The SUHSD has indicated that the unstable economy, high foreclosure rate, and expansion of
charter schools into the 7-12 arena make the 5-year projections for eastern Chula Vista very
tentative. If charter schools continue to siphon students, it is likely that the District will have
capacity for five years of residential growth. However, if there is a significant increase in
development and reoccupation of foreclosed homes, construction of Middle School No. 12
and High School No. 14 in Village 11 may be necessary within the next 5 years.
Construction is anticipated to occur within 2-3 years.

School Sizing and Location

The project is proposed to add 1,562 additional dwelling units at build out (see Table F.3
below). At completion, the proposed project could generate approximately 869 students
using the following Student Generation Factors:

Single Family Detached
4114% students/dwelling unit

Multi-Family Attached'®
.3481 students/d.u.

.0516 students/d.u.
.1057 students/d.u.

Elementary (K-6)
Middle School (7-8)
High School (9-12)

.1216 students/dwelling unit
.2291 students/dwelling unit

By phase and school category, the project is expected to generate the following students:

Table F.3
Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Student Generation by Development Phase

Dwelling S_tudent Gene_ration
Units Elementary Middle High School Total
(K-6) (7-8) (9-12) Students
SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF
311] 1,251 128 435 38 65 71 132 237 632
Total 1,562 563 102 203 869

16
17

Includes Single Family Attached and Apartment units.
Rate from CVESD.

62

Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP




Typical School Size Standards: ~ Elementary ~ 750-1000 students
Middle 1,500 students
Senior High 2,400 students

Chula Vista Elementary School District

There are six CVESD elementary schools serving Otay Ranch students. These include
Heritage Elementary, McMillin Elementary, Hedencamp Elementary, Veterans Elementary,
Wolf Canyon Elementary and Camerena Elementary. The newest K-6 school in Otay Ranch
Village 11 (Enrique S. Camarena Elementary School) opened in July 2013. With the addition
of this school, the CVESD expects to have adequate facilities to house all projected students
for up to 5 years. An additional elementary school was planned to commence construction in
2011 within Village 2. However, the Village 2 elementary school is on hold and no
construction update is available.

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Site Utilization Plan identifies a 9.5-acre elementary
school site within the Village 2 core. As noted in Table F.4, the build-out of Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan would generate the need to house approximately 563 elementary
school age students. Generally, CVESD prefers to construct elementary schools that serve
approximately 750 students.

The State Department of Education must approve the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
elementary school site prior to district acceptance. Due to the tremendous growth and
enrollment in the CVESD, the district may retain the designated school site. However,
should the site be determined at a later date to be excess property for the purposes of a new
school, the district will notify appropriate parties at that time.

Sweetwater Union High School District

Secondary schools serving Otay Ranch include Otay Ranch High School, Olympian High
School, Rancho del Rey Middle School, and EastLake Middle School. Enrollment and
capacity in these schools are shown in F.2. It is anticipated that the 102 middle school
students generated by Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan will be served at facilities in
EastLake until the first Otay Ranch middle school is constructed. EastLake Middle School is
located approximately four miles north of Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan. The Otay
Ranch GDP School Facility Implementation Plan is based on the premise that schools will be
constructed when half of the school's projected students reside in the community. The
maximum middle school capacity is 1,500 students, which would indicate a school
construction trigger of approximately 750 students. However, throughout the district there is
available middle school capacity. Additional middle schools will be constructed when
overall demand begins to approach existing capacity. Currently, Otay Ranch Village 7 has a
designated site for a Middle School.

The maximum capacity of a high school is approximately 2,400 students. It is anticipated
that the 203 students generated from the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan will be served
at Olympian High School, which is located approximately one mile to the east. Depending
on actual build-out and the capacity of existing area schools, it may be necessary to construct
the planned high school within Village 11 prior to build-out of Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Plan.
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Demand for adult school facilities will be satisfied within existing facilities in the Sweetwater
Union High School District, until a new facility can be constructed in the Eastern Urban
Center (EUC) or a site reserved pursuant to the Otay Ranch GDP.

Financing School Facilities

California Government Code section 65995 et. seq. and Education Code Section 17620 et.
seq. authorizes school districts to impose facility mitigation exactions on new development as
a way to address increasing enrollment caused by that development.

Although the collection of school fees is one method available to defray the cost of new
development, it is not an acceptable solution since the maximum amount that could be
collected by law represents less than one-fourth the cost to construct schools. The SUHSD is
unable to meet the needs of this project with current school facilities and it is unable to
construct new facilities to meet the impacts of this project through the provision of school
fees.

In recognition of this funding deficiency, it is the policy of each district to fully mitigate the
facility impacts caused by a master planned community via the creation of a Mello Roos
Community Facilities District as a condition of approval of the SPA Plan (CVESD) or prior
to recordation of a final map (SUHSD). The following Mello-Roos Districts have been
created by each district:

SUHSD CVESD

CFD No. 1 EastLake CFD No. 1 EastLake

CFD No. 2 Bonita Long Canyon CFD No. 2 Bonita Long Canyon

CFD No. 3 Rancho del Rey CFD No. 3 Rancho del Rey

CFD No. 4 Sunbow CFD No. 4 Sunbow

CFD No. 5 Annexable CFD No. 5 Annexable

CFD No. 6 Otay Ranch CFD No. 6 Otay Ranch

CFD No. 7 Rolling Hills Estate CFD No. 10 Annexable for future annexations
CFD No. 8 Coral Gate (Otay Mesa) CFD No. 11 Otay Ranch (Lomas Verde)

CFD No. 9 Ocean View Hills CFD No. 12 Otay Ranch (Village 1, West)
CFD No. 10 Remington Hills/Annexable CFD No. 13 San Miguel Ranch

CFD No. 11 Lomas Verdes CFD No. 14 Otay Ranch Village 11 (Brookfield/Shea)

CFD No. 12 Otay Ranch (Village 1 West) CFD No. 15 Otay Ranch Village 6 (ORC)
CFD No. 13 San Miguel Ranch

CFD No. 15 Otay Ranch Village 6 (ORC)

CFD No. 14 Otay Ranch Village 11

Based on historical data available from each district an estimate of costs for the construction
of school facilities on a per student basis is provided. Both districts follow state standards for
determining the costs and size for school construction. The cost for a high school, including
land acquisition, is approximately $38,500 per student (2010 dollars). Excluding land, the
cost for a high school is approximately $32,000 per student. The cost for a middle school,
including land acquisition, is approximately $36,000 per student (2010 dollars). Excluding
land, the cost for a middle school is $32,000 per student. The cost for an elementary school,
including land acquisition, is approximately $33,500 per student (2010 dollars). Excluding
the land, the cost for an elementary school is approximately $30,000 per student. Land
acquisition cost is calculated at approximately $350,000/net usable acre (10 acre elementary
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school site). Using the aforementioned costs per student together with the school size, the
following costs per facility can be anticipated.

Elementary School Cost

(1000 students) ($30,000/student w/o land cost) $30,000,000

(1000 students) ($33,500/student w/land cost) $33,500,000
Middle School Cost

(1,500 students) ($32,000/student w/o land cost) $48,000,000

(1,500 students) ($36,000/student w/ land cost) $54,000,000
High School Cost

(2,400 students) ($32,000/student w/o land cost) $80,000,000

(2,400 students) ($38,500/student w/ land cost) $92,500,000

Threshold Compliance and Recommendations

1. As future development applications are processed in the Eastern Territories, the City shall
coordinate with each school district to ensure that development does not occur until
acceptable school site(s) are identified and a financing mechanism satisfactory to each
district is in place.

2. Prior to Final Map approval, the project proponent(s) shall provide documentation to the
City confirming satisfaction of SUHSD and CVESD facility funding requirements to
offset student generation impacts. Funding shall be satisfied through the Mello-Roos
Community Facilities District financing method or other means acceptable to each
District. In addition, condition the first tentative map to require that no final map shall be
approved unless and until a school facility financing mechanism is in place to the
satisfaction of the Sweetwater Union High School District and the Chula Vista
Elementary School District.
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VI,
VIIIL.2,
VIII.3.
VIll.4.

LIBRARIES
Threshold Standard

Population ratio: 500 square feet (gross) of adequately equipped and staffed library per 1000
population. The city shall construct 60,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) of additional library
space over the June 30, 2000 GSF total, in the area east of Interstate 805 by build out. The
construction of said facilities shall be phased such that the city will not fall below the
citywide ratio of 500 GSF per 1,000 population. Library facilities are to be adequately
equipped and staffed.

Service Analysis
The City of Chula Vista Library Department provides library facilities.
Project Processing Requirements

The PFFP is required by the Growth Management Program to address the following issues
for Library services:

1. Identify phased demands in conjunction with the construction of streets, water and sewer
facilities.

2. Specifically identify facility sites in conformance with the Chula Vista Library Master
Plan.

Existing Conditions

The City provides library services through the Civic Center Branch Library, the South Chula
Vista Branch Library and, Otay Ranch Branch Library. The Castle Park and Woodlawn
Libraries have been closed. The Civic Center Branch Library is located at 365 F Street,
approximately 7 miles from the project and is the largest library facility within the city,
consisting of a two-story, 55,000-square-foot building. The South Chula Vista Branch
Library is located at 389 Orange Avenue, approximately five miles from the project and
consists of approximately 37,000 square feet. The Otay Ranch Branch Library is located at
2015 Birch Road in the Otay Ranch Town Center, approximately one mile from the project
and consists of approximately 3,400 square feet. The existing and future libraries are listed
on the Table G and Table G.1, respectively.
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Table G.1
Existing Library Facilities

Existing Libraries Square Footage
Civic Center 55,000
South Chula Vista 37,000
Otay Ranch Town Center 3,400

Total Existing Square Feet 95,400

The draft Chula Vista Public Library Strategic Facilities Plan identified ways to improve
library service delivery to the community, particularly to residents of eastern Chula Vista.
The plan indicates that the additional needed library square footage can be developed as
multiple smaller branches, or as one large library. However, the library’s operating budget
has been significantly reduced and capital funding is not currently available. Therefore the
facilities plan does not determine which option would be implemented. The options will be
evaluated when capital and operating funds become available. Additional measures such as
mall outlets, book vending machines, a bookmobile, and service partnerships are identified as
possible interim measures. One recent interim measure was the mall branch at Otay Ranch
Town Center, which opened in April 2012.

Adequacy Analysis

Using the threshold standard of 500 square feet of library space per 1,000 population, the
demand for library space based on Chula Vista’s estimated population for January 2013 of a
population of 251,560 is approximately 125,780 square feet. Chula Vista currently provides
95,400 square feet of library space. This represents aan approximate 30,380 square foot
deficit. The demand generated by the 10,115 forecasted dwelling units (GMOC 2013 Annual
Report) is 16,235 square feet (10,115 x 3.21'%/1,000) x 500). By 2018 the demand for library
space generated by the existing and forecasted dwelling units totals approximately 142,000
(125,780 + 16,235) square feet. Comparing this demand to the existing library square
footage of 95,400 square feet results in a deficit of approximately 46,600 square feet unless
the city completes the Rancho Del Rey and EUC Regional Library or a combination of a
Regional Library and numerous branch libraries before 2018. Table G.2 illustrates the need
to increase Library Facilities over the next five years to keep pace with the city’s projected
growth. The SANDAG 2030 build out population for Chula Vista is approximately 289,044,
This population will require approximately 144,500 square feet of Library Facilities.

The GMOC threshold standard for libraries is 500 square feet of library space per 1,000
residents. According to the 2013 GMOC Annual Report, the current service ratio for FY 2011
was 383 square feet for every 1,000 residents, after the opening of the Town Center Branch
Library in April 2012. Therefore, the city does not current meet the GMOC threshold for
libraries.

The proposed Village 2 Comprehensive SPA project would result in demand for libraries and
may have the potential to require the construction of new or expanded library facilities. The
Chula Vista Growth Threshold Standard establishes a standard of 500 square feet of
adequately equipped and staffed library facilities per 1,000 residents. The project would

8 GMOC 2013 Annual Report

19

Population coefficient of 3.24 persons per household.

67 Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP



generate demand for approximately 2,530 square feet of additional library facilities within the
city. While the SPA Plan permits public/quasi-public uses such as libraries, within the SPA
Plan, the proposed project does not specifically include the development of a library. Future
library facilities would be funded in part by payment of the PFDIF.

Table G.2
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Library Space Demand vs. Supply

S Demand Esstlzr;slt;d Above/(Below)
opulation
P Square Footage | g 2o Footage Standard
Estimated Existing
Citywide 01/2013 251,560 125,780 95,400 (30,380)
1* regional library
(Rancho del Rey) 2018 26,400 (3,980)
2" regional library
(EUC) 2018 23,600 19,620
Forecasted Projects to 2018
(10,115 x 3.21) 32,470 16,235 3,385
Subtotal 284,030 142,015 145,400 3,385
VIII.6. Financing Library Facilities

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 7, 2006 by adoption of Ordinance 3050. The PFDIF is adjusted every
October 1* pursuant to Ordinance 3010, which was adopted by the City Council on June 14,
2006. The current PFDIF for single-family residential and multi-family development is
$1,582/unit. This amount is subject to change with the adoption of Ordinance 3010. The PFDIF
amount is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Both residential and non-
residential development impact fees apply to the project. The calculations of the PFDIF due for
each facility are addressed in the following sections of this report. At the current library fee rate,
the Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Library Fee obligation at build-out is $ 2,471,084
(see Table G.3).

Table G.3
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Public Facilities Fees For Libraries”

Land Use Dwelling Units | Acres Fee/DU or Ac. Total Fees
Single Family -70 $1,582 $-110,740
Multi-Family 1,632 $1,582 $ 2,581,824
Industrial 0 $0 $0
Mixed Use
Commercial 38 %0 %0
Total 1,562 $ 2,471,084

20
21

Based on City of Chula Vista Estimates, 2013 GMOC Annual Report.
The PDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Changes in the number of dwelling units may affect

the estimated fee.
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Table G.3 presents the net increase (see Table B.3) for the SPA Amendment only and does
not include the originally Approved SPA DUs and Commercial/Industrial acreages. The
projected fee illustrated in Table G.3 is an estimate only. Actual fees may be different. PDIF
Fees are subject to change depending upon City Council actions and or Developer actions
that change residential densities, industrial acreage or commercial acreages.

Threshold Compliance and Recommendations

A. Based upon the analysis contained in this section, the city’s current library facilities
(approximately 95,400 square feet) are approximately 30,735 square feet below the
threshold standard (see Table G.2). The library threshold standard will not be met until a
new library at Rancho del Rey or the Eastern Urban Area is completed.

B. Prior to the issuance of each building permit for any residential dwelling units, the
applicant shall pay the required PFDIF in accordance with the fees in effect at the time
of building permit issuance and phasing approved. Payment of the PFDIF would
represent the project’s fair share contribution to meet the city threshold standard for library
space.

Recommendations
The GMOC recommended to the City Council that a Library Facilities Master Plan with

interim and long-term solutions be adopted as soon as possible to bring a the library system
into conformance.
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IX. PARKS, TRAILS AND OPEN SPACE

IX.1. Park Threshold Standard

Population ratio: Three (3) acres of neighborhood and community parkland with appropriate
facilities shall be provided per 1,000 residents.

IX.2. Service Analysis

The City of Chula Vista provides public park and recreational facilities and programs through
the Development Services, Public Works, and Recreation Departments which are responsible
for the acquisition and development of parkland. All park development plans are reviewed
by City staff and presented to the Parks and Recreation Commission for review. A
recommendation is made by this Commission to the deciding body, the City Council.

The Otay Ranch Parks and Recreation Facility Implementation Plan was adopted by the City
Council on October 28, 1993. This plan identifies the parks facility improvement standards
for the Otay Ranch.

The City Council approved the Chula Vista Parks and Recreation Master Plan in November
2002. The Plan provides guidance for planning, siting and implementation of neighborhood
and community parks.

IX.3. Project Processing Requirements

A. ldentify phased demands in conformance with the number of dwelling unit’s constructed,
street improvements and in coordination with the construction of water and sewer
facilities.

B. Specific siting of the facility will take place in conformance with the Chula Vista Parks
and Recreation Master Plan.

C. Site/s reserved for park purposes within the project.

IX.4. Existing Conditions

The existing and future parks are depicted in the Park and Recreation Element of the General
Plan and updated by the inclusion of more recent information in the city's Parks and
Recreation Master Plan. Further, the Project site is within the boundaries of the approved
Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 SPA Plan. The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
provides details for the additional Parks and Open Space Plan provided by this SPA Plan
Amendment. The City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance requirements for the Villages 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan are outlined in Table H.4.

IX.5. Project Park Requirements

The project generates an estimated population of 5,061 (1,562 dwelling units x 3.24%
population factor). To meet the city threshold requirements the amount of parkland dedicated
is based on a standard of 3 acres per 1,000 populations (see Table H.1). The standard is
based on State of California Government Code 66477, also known as the Quimby Act that
allows a city to require by ordinance, the dedication of land or payment of fees for park or
recreational purposes.

22 Provided by the Chula Vista Planning Department.
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Table H.1
Quimby Act Parkland Requirements

Villages 2 Comprehensive .
SPA Population Standard Parkland Acres Required
5061 3 acres per 1,000 15.18
population

All new development in the City of Chula Vista is subject to the requirements contained in
the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance CVMC Chapter 17.10. The ordinance establishes
fees for park land acquisition and development, sets standards for dedication and establishes
criteria for acceptance of parks and open space by the City of Chula Vista. Fees vary
depending upon the type of dwelling unit that is proposed. There are three types of housing;
Single Family dwelling units (defined as all types of single family detached housing and
condominiums), Multi-Family dwelling units (defined as all types of attached housing
including townhouses, attached condominiums, duplexes, triplexes and apartments), and
Mobile Homes. Single Family Housing is defined as a free-standing structure with one
residential unit. Multi-Family Housing is defined as any free-standing structure that contains
two or more residential units. Parkland dedication requirements are shown below on Table
H.2.

Table H.2
City of Chula Vista Parkland Dedication Ordinance Standards
Dwelling Unit Type Land Dedication per Dwelling Units per Park
Unit Acre
Single-Family 460 sf/du 95 du/ac.
Multi-Family 341 sf/du 128 du/ac.
Table H.3

Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Preliminary Parkland Dedication Requirements
City Ordinance Applied to Planning Prediction of Unit Numbers and Types

. . * Number of Parkland .

Dwelling Unit Type D.U. Required/DU Required Acres
Single Family Detached (-70) 460 sf/du -0.7
Multiple Family 1,632 341 sf/du 12.8
TOTALS 1,562 12.1

*  Dwelling unit type - Note that number and type of units listed reflect 'Land Use Designations' listed in the

Otay Ranch General Development Plan, since this level of information is all that is available at the time of this
document's preparation irrespective of underlying zoning district. Actual fee obligation calculation to be based
on implementing ordinance definition of dwelling unit type irrespective of underlying zoning district containing
said dwelling unit. Definitions of dwelling unit types used for calculating park obligations are based upon from
the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance CVMC chapter 17.10. These definitions differ from the way unit
types are defined from a planning, land-use and zoning perspective that uses unit density per acre to categorize
the type of unit. CVMC chapter 17.10 uses product type to categorize the type of unit distinguishing between
attached and detached units. Consequently, the figures in this chart are preliminary estimates, and shall be
recalculated at the time when the obligations are due as determined by chapter 17.10 of the CVMC.

The City’s Parklands and Public Facilities Ordinance (CVMC 17.10) is based on the Quimby
Act. Based on the City’s Parklands and Public Facilities Ordinance, the parkland requirement
is approximately 13.1 acres (see Table H.3).
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1X.6. Park Adequacy Analysis

The project phasing (Table B.3) and Site Utilization Plan identifies the park designations and
acreage that are also shown in Table H.4. Table H.4 identifies the current Village 2 SPA Plan
Park Credits and the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment additional park acreages.
The phase of development in which the park will be constructed and the park acres that the city
has determined will be given credit for purposes of satisfying the project's parkland dedication as
measured against the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance. The Neighborhood Park will be
graded and offered for dedication in whatever development phase is initiated by the project
developers. The City’s Parkland Dedication Ordinance requirements for the project are outlined

in Table H.4.
Table H.4
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Park Acres and Eligible Credits®
Park Identification Net Acreage Phase Proposed Credit %|Eligible Credit Ac.
Approved Villages 2, 3, Portion of Village 4 SPA
P-1 - Town Square 2.1 Red 100% 2.1
P-2 — Neighborhood Park 7.1 Red 100% 7.1
P-3 - Neighborhood Park 6.9 Purple 100% 6.9
P-4 - Community Park 46.5 White ** 100% 42.3
Subtotal Village 2, 3, Portion of 4 SPA Acres Eligible for Credit Against PAD 58.4
Villages 2, 3, Portion of Village 4 SPA PAD Requirements 27.1
Subtotal Villages 2, 3, Portion of Village 4 SPA Credits 31.3
Residual Community Park Obligation from Villages 1, 1 West, 5, 6 and 7 SPA 31.6
Subtotal Villages 2, 3, Portion of Village 4 SPA Surplus (Deficit) ( 0.3)®
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment
P-1 — Neighborhood Park -0.7 Red 100% (0.7)
P-2 — Neighborhood Park No Change Red 100% 0.0
P-3 - Neighborhood Park +0.7 Purple 100% 0.7%°
P-4 - Community Park + 4.2 White*® 100% 4.27
P-5 — Neighborhood Park +5.1 Yellow 100% 5.1
P-6 — Neighborhood Park + 3.0% Blue 100% 3.0%
Subtotal Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Acres Eligible for Credit Against PAD 12.3
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA PAD Requirements 12.2
Subtotal Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Surplus (Deficit) 0.1
Total Surplus (Deficit) (0.2)%

23

24

25

26

27
28

Parkland fee and acreage obligations are subject to change pending changes in the dwelling unit types and
numbers, or clarification of unit type at the time when obligations are due.

Community Park site is required to be delivered to the city in the first development phase of the Village 2, 3,
Portion of Village 4 SPA.

0.3 Acre deficit represents the portion of original Village 2 deficit that is attributable to Sunwood. Acreage to be
made up through payment of in-lieu fee.

Approximately 31.6 acres of the 46.5 acres of Community Park represents residual obligation resulting from the
development of the Otay Ranch Villages 1, 1 West, 5, 6 and 7 SPAs.

Credits available only after relocation of City of San Diego water line out of park area.

Additional 0.3 acres available in R-4B(b) Lot 2 can be added to P-6 Park, if necessary, to meet parkland
obligation.
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The proposed development of the project requires per the Quimby Act approximately 15.18
acres (see Table H.1) for public parkland. The project SPA plan identifies 13.1 acres net for
public Park lands. The difference in the proposed Park requirements and the obligation may
be met, per the City's Parkland Development Ordinance (CVMC Chapter 17.10) provisions,
through the payment of fees, dedication of offsite parkland or a combination of both fees and
land dedication.

Table H.5 is a comparison of park acreage demands and supply east of 1-805 for existing,
approved projects, as well as the phased addition of the project. A review of the existing and
approved park demands for Chula Vista east of 1-805 including the project indicates a
projected 2017 demand of approximately 486.16 acres of Neighborhood and Community
Park (GMOC 2013 Annual Report). The 2017 projected supply of park acreage east of 1-805,
426.88 acres, is approximately 59.28 acres less than the projected demand. The projected
shortfall does not include the park obligations of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Planor
future Otay Ranch Villages.  Map conditions will be introduced to accompany
Comprehensive SPA Tentative Maps to help bring park construction in line with population
growth.

Table H.5
Estimated Park Acreage Demand Compared to Supply East of Interstate 805
Population Demand Existing Eligible Net Acres
East of 1-805%° | Park Acres®® | Park Acres | Credit Acres | +/-Standard
Existing 135,205 405.62 418.01%* 418.01 +12.39
Forecasted Projects 32 33
9013 to 2017 26,845 80.54 8.87 8.87 -71.67
Total 162,050 486.16 426.88 426.88 -59.28
IX.7. Open Space, Trails and Recreation

A. Open Space

The Otay Ranch GDP established a 12-acre per 1,000 residents of active or passive recreation
as an open space standard. This standard is being met by the on-site dedication of open space
acreage and through conveyance of land to the Otay Ranch Preserve pursuant to the Otay
Ranch Resource Management Plan (RMP). The location and general extent of open space is
determined at the GDP level of planning.

As part of the Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 SPA Plan, the project was required to
provide approximately 101.5 acres of open space (predicted population/1,000 x 12 acres =
101.5 acres of open space). The Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 SPA Plan provided
approximately 386.1 acres of on-site open space that includes Preserve areas (approximately
182.6 acres) and the use of manufactured slopes together with undisturbed, non-Preserve
areas (approximately 203.5 acres).

29
30
31
32
33

Population figures are from the 2013 GMOC Annual Report.

Based on City Threshold requirement of 3 acres of neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 residents east of 1-805.
Existing Park Acreage from 2013 GMOC Annual Report.

Population figure derived from the Table B.1.

Park acreage from Park Acreage Table from the 2013 GMOC Annual Report, Appendix B, Workshop Reports.
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The 2012 Village 2 SPA Amendment increased the population by 632 residents, therefore
increasing the open space demand by 7.56 acres (632 predicted population/1,000 x 12 acres =
7.56 acres of open space). When added to the existing Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4
SPA Plan demand of 101.5 acres, this totaled 109.06 acres of open space. The 386.1 acres
provided by the Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 Site Utilization Plan exceeded the Otay
Ranch GDP open space requirement.

The 2014 Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment increased the population by
approximately 5,061 residents, therefore increasing the open space demand by 60.7 acres.
When added to the existing Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 SPA Plan, as amended, the
demand of 109.06 acres, this totals 169.76 acres of open space. The 386.1 acres provided by
the Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 Site Utilization Plan still exceeds the Otay Ranch
GDP open space requirement.

The 386.1 acres of Open Space lands as indicated on the Site Utilization Plan shall be
preserved through the dedication of open space easements and/or lots to the City, CFD or
other appropriate agency, or to a Master Community Association, which will be determined
at the Tentative Map level of approval.

B. Trails

The SPA Plan area has been designed to accommodate the trails program described by the Otay
Ranch Overall Design Plan and the City's Greenbelt Master Plan. The plan has been designed as
a pedestrian-oriented village and provides bicycle, cart and pedestrian circulation. All circulation
elements within the SPA Plan area have been located and designed to be as accessible as possible,
however, the paseos and off-street trails contain steep topography that may limit bicycle and cart
travel.

The Trails Plan is illustrated in Exhibit 9. The landscape treatment and design elements of
village trails are also illustrated and described in the SPA Design Plan. A summary of the
components of the trail plan is provided below.

1. Regional Community Trails
Chula Vista Regional Trails are located on the north side of Olympic Parkway, west
side of La Media Road and east side of Heritage Road. These trails are located
adjacent to the roadways and may meander within the street right-of-ways and 75-
foot landscape buffers. The decomposed granite trails are 12 feet wide to
accommodate pedestrians and bicycles.

2. Otay Ranch Village Greenway
The Otay Ranch GDP provides for a Village Greenway to be located through Otay
Ranch, specifically through the villages to connect open spaces. The Village
Greenway location will be determined in conjunction with the Community Park
Design.

3. Village Pathway
Village Pathways are inter-village low speed electric vehicle and pedestrian paths
that link all of the Otay Valley Parcel villages and particularly provide access to the
regional transit-way stations. In Village 2 & a Portion of 4, a Village Pathway is
proposed to extend from the northeast area of the village through the commercial area
and west to Heritage Road.
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The Otay Ranch Overall Design Plan suggests pedestrian bridges may be used in special
circumstances to provide crossings over arterial streets. Proposed locations for pedestrian
bridges crossing Olympic Parkway and La Media Road are illustrated on Exhibit 9.
These locations would connect Village 2 & a Portion of 4 with Village 1 to the north and
Village 2 & a Portion of 4 and with Village 6 to the east.

4. Village Trails
Village Trails provide alternative circulation routes to village streets for pedestrians and
bicycles separate from roadways. Trails are located within open space in the SPA Plan
area. The landscape treatment and design elements of trails are addressed more fully in
the Montecito Design Plan (Chapter Four of the SPA Plan).

5. Village Streets
The village streets are designed to promote pedestrian, bicycle and low speed electric
vehicle travel. Low speed electric vehicle and bicycles may travel on village streets of 35
mph or less. Village Pathway streets may provide off-street low speed electric vehicle
and bicycle travel. Sidewalks are provided on all village streets.

6. Pedestrian Over-crossings (POCs)
Pedestrian over-crossings enhance inter-village connectivity and promote the walkability
of the Otay Ranch. The two POCs connected to Village 2 & a Portion of 4 complete a
continuous Village Pathway and Regional Trail network that loops through and connects
Villages 1, 5, 6 and 2 avoiding at-grade pedestrian crossings of arterial streets.

C. Village Park and Recreation Program

The project SPA provides the park, recreation, open space and trails facilities within the plan area.
The Otay Ranch Parks and Recreation Facility Implementation Plan (adopted by the City Council
on October 28, 1993) identifies the parks facility improvement standards for Otay Ranch. The
City of Chula Vista Park and Recreation Department conducted subsequent facilities needs
assessments and proposed some modifications to the adopted Otay Ranch Plan. Modifications to
the adopted Otay Ranch Plan are included in the City of Chula Vista Parks and Recreation Master
Plan, November 12, 2002. The SPA Park Master Plan identifies the proposed types, quantities
and location of the facilities provided at each park site in the SPA Plan area. The variety of
recreational elements proposed and the recreational opportunities envisioned are discussed in the
Parks & Recreation chapter of the SPA Plan.

Financing Park Facilities

Chapter 17.10 of the Chula Vista Municipal Code, as amended, governs the financing of parkland
and improvements. Included as part of the regulations are Park Acquisition and Development
(PAD) fees established for the purpose of providing neighborhood and community parks. The
Ordinance provides that fees are paid to the City prior to approval of a final subdivision map, or in
the case of a residential development that is not required to submit a final map, at the time of the
final building permit application.

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment is responsible for both the park
development component and the acquisition component PAD Fees. The project parkland demand
is 12.1 acres based on CVMC 17.10 (Table H.3). The project provides 12. 3 additional net acres
of parkland to the Village 2 SPA Plan. Any difference in the proposed Park requirements and the
obligation may be met through the payment of fees, dedication of offsite parkland or a
combination of both fees and land dedication.

75 Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP



Table H.6
Park Acquisition and Development (PAD) Fees (Preliminary Calculation)

Acquisition In-Lieu Component Only**

Land Use Dwelling Units* Fee/DU Total Fees
Single Family -70 $12,676 -$887,320
Multi-Family 1632 $9,408 $15,353,856

Total 1562 $14,466,536

*  Dwelling unit type - Note that number and type of units listed reflect 'Land Use Designations' listed in the Otay Ranch General

Note: Land obligations are largely being met through land dedication per the V2 parks agreement.

Development Plan, since this level of information is all that is available at the time of this document's preparation irrespective
of underlying zoning district. Actual fee obligation calculation to be based on implementing ordinance definition of dwelling
unit type irrespective of underlying zoning district containing said dwelling unit. Definitions of dwelling unit type used for
calculating park obligations are based upon from the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance CVMC chapter 17.10. These
definitions differ from the way unit types are defined from a planning, land-use and zoning perspective that uses unit density
per acre to categorize the type of unit. CVMC chapter 17.10 uses product type to categorize the type of unit distinguishing
between attached and detached units. Consequently, the figures in this chart are preliminary estimates, and shall be
recalculated at the time when the obligations are due as determined by chapter 17.10 of the CVMC.

PAD Fees are subject to periodic annual increases. Table H.6 identifies the fees calculated
for the acquisition component of the PAD fees while Table H.7 identifies the fees calculated
for the parkland development component of the PAD fees. These fees are estimates only and
are dependent upon the actual numbers of units filed on the final map. Fees are also subject to
change by the City Council. Single Family dwelling units are defined as all types of single
family detached housing and condominiums. Multi-Family dwelling units are defined as all
types of attached housing including townhouses, attached condominiums, duplexes, triplexes
and apartments.

Table H.7
Park Acquisition and Development (PAD) Fees (Preliminary Calculation)
Development In-Lieu Component Only™®

Land Use Dwelling Units* Fee/DU Total Fees
Single Family -70 $5,106 -$357,420
Multi-Family 1632 $3,788 $6,182,016

Total 1562 $5,824,596

Dwelling unit type - Note that number and type of units listed reflect ‘Land Use Designations' listed in the Otay Ranch General
Development Plan, since this level of information is all that is available at the time of this document's preparation irrespective
of underlying zoning district. Actual fee obligation calculation to be based on implementing ordinance definition of dwelling
unit type irrespective of underlying zoning district containing said dwelling unit. Definitions of dwelling unit type used for
calculating park obligations are based upon from the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance CVMC chapter 17.10. These
definitions differ from the way unit types are defined from a planning, land-use and zoning perspective that uses unit density
per acre to categorize the type of unit. CVMC chapter 17.10 uses product type to categorize the type of unit distinguishing
between attached and detached units. Consequently, the figures in this chart are preliminary estimates, and shall be
recalculated at the time when the obligations are due as determined by chapter 17.10 of the CVMC.

34
35

Land obligations can be met through land dedication.
Park development obligations can be met through the payment of fees or delivery of turnkey parks by the

developer.

76

Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive

SPA Supplemental PFFP



1X.9.

Financing Recreation Facilities

Chapter 17.10 of the CVMC, which requires the collection of fees from residential
developments to pay for parkland acquisition and various park facilities within the City of
Chula Vista, is subject to changes by the City Council from time to time. On October 25,
2005, the City Council approved Ordinance 3026 relating to the periodic annual review and
adjustment of park acquisition and development fees. Approval of Ordinance 3026 resulted
in an increase fee for parkland acquisition. In January of 2004 the Chula Vista City Council
approved Ordinance 2945. This Ordinance amended Chapter 17.10 of the CVMC, which
requires the collection of In-Lieu Park Acquisition and Development Fees from residential
developments that are not required to submit a subdivision map or parcel map.

Some of the previous council actions that contributed to an increase in the in-lieu fees for
park development and land acquisition are Ordinances No. 2886 and 2887 (both approved on
November 19, 2002). Ordinance 2886 amended Chapter 17.10 of the CVMC to update the
Parks Acquisition and Development Fees. Ordinance 2887 amended Chapter 3.50 of the
Municipal Code, as detailed in the "Public Facilities DIF, November 2002 Amendment’,
adding a new recreation component to the Public Facilities DIF, updating the impact fee
structure and increasing the overall fee.

Chapter 17.10 of the Chula Vista Municipal Code, first adopted in 1971, details requirements
for parkland dedication, park improvements and the collection of in-lieu fees (i.e., PAD fees)
from developers of residential housing in subdivisions or in divisions created by parcel maps,
both east and west of 1-805. PAD fees cover parkland acquisition and the cost of related
capital items associated with parkland development, including:

e Drainage Systems ¢ Restrooms and Maintenance Storage

e  Street Improvements e Play Areas (tot lots, etc.)

e Lighted Parking Lots e Picnic Shelters, Tables, Benches

e  Concrete Circulation Systems o  Utilities

e  Security Lighting e Outdoor Sports Venues (tennis courts,

e Park Fixtures (drinking fountains, baseball/softball ~ fields. basketball
trash receptacles, bicycle racks, etc.) courts, multi-purpose sports fields,

e Landscaping (including disabled skateboard and roller blade venues)

accessible surfacing)
e lrrigation Systems

In addition to parks-related items, a 1987 revision called for the dedication, within community parks,
of Community centers facilities to serve newly developing communities, including: Community
centers; Gymnasiums and Swimming pools.

Historically, PAD fees have not been sufficient to construct these additional large capital items.
However, major recreation facilities are now funded through a newly created component of the
Public Facilities DIF. The major capital items to be included in the new component are: community
centers, gymnasiums, swimming pools, and senior/teen centers. Based on the Parks and Recreation
Master Plan, 140,595 square feet of major recreation facilities will be required to meet new
development growth through build-out at a gross construction cost of over $32 million. Since the
demand for major public recreation facilities is created by residential development, facilities costs
are not spread to commercial/industrial development. Table H.8 provides an estimate of the
Recreational PDIF Fees for the project. Table H.8 presents the net increase (see Table B.3) for the
SPA Amendment only and does not include the originally Approved SPA DUs and
Commercial/Industrial acreages.
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Table H.8

Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan

Public Facilities Fees for Recreation®® (Preliminary Calculation)

Land Use Dwelling Units Acres Fee/DU or Ac. | Total Fees
Single Family -70 $1,201 -$84,070
Multi-Family 1632 $1,201 $1,960,032
Mixed Use & Com’l 3.8 $0 $0
Total 1562 $1,875,962

Threshold Compliance and Recommendations

A. Based upon the analysis contained in this section of the PFFP, the parks standard for both

neighborhood and community parks measured on an area-wide basis east of Interstate 805 is

projected to be met at the completion of the project.

B. On a project-level, the Neighborhood Park and the Community Park acreage provided within

Village 2 Comprehensive SPA nearly meets the demand on a cumulative basis. In order to

comply with the City’s local park standard, it is the responsibility of the developer to comply

with the City’s Landscape Manual related to park planning, to grade the sites according to the
approved plan, pay fees at a rate in effect at the time of final map approval and dedicate land, or
a combination thereof, as required by CVMC Chapter 17.10, Parklands and Public Facilities

unless otherwise approved by the Director of General Services.

36

The PFDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. The total number of dwelling units and type of dwelling
unit filed on the final map or for which building permits are required shall determine the actual fee amount.
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X.2.

WATER

Threshold Standard

1. Developer will request and deliver to the City a service availability letter from the Water
District for each project.

2. The City shall annually provide the San Diego County Water Authority, the Sweetwater
Authority, and the Otay Water District with a 12 to 18 month development forecast and
requests an evaluation of their ability to accommodate the forecast and continuing
growth. The Districts' replies should address the following:

a. Water availability to the City and Planning Area, considering both short and long
term perspectives.

Amount of current capacity, including storage capacity, now used or committed.
Ability of affected facilities to absorb forecasted growth.
Evaluation of funding and site availability for projected new facilities.

Other relevant information the District(s) desire(s) to communicate to the City and
GMOC.

The growth forecast and water district response letters shall be provided to the GMOC for
inclusion in its review.

© o o0 o

Service Analysis:

The Otay Water District (OWD) will provide water service for Otay Ranch Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan area.

The Overview of Water Service for Otay Ranch Villages 2, 3, and a Portion of 4 and PA 18b,
November 28, 2005, Dexter-Wilson Engineering, Inc., was the basis for the water section of
the original and 1% supplemental PFFP. The Dexter-Wilson report provided the
recommendations for improvements in zones 624 and 711 to provide water service to the
Village 2 development. In addition to potable water, the OWD will be the purveyor of
recycled water to the project.

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Amendment Water System Evaluation, February 14, 2013,
Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc., is a memorandum that provides an evaluation of the effect
of the amended SPA Plan will have on the water system. This PFFP will refer to this
memorandum as the Dexter Wilson 2013 Memorandum. The memorandum states that the
backbone water system for Village 2 has already been constructed and that it is adequate to
support the proposed additional development.
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Project Processing Requirements
The SPA Plan and the PFFP are required by the Growth Management Program to address the
following issues for water services.

A. ldentify phased demands in conformance with street improvements and in coordination
with the construction of sewer facilities.

B. Identify location of facilities for onsite and offsite improvements in conformance with the
master plan of the water district serving the proposed project.

C. Provide cost estimates and proposed financing responsibilities.
D. Identify financing methods.
E. A Water Conservation Plan shall be required for all major development projects (50

dwelling units or greater, or commercial and industrial projects with 50 EDUs of water
demand or greater.

Existing Conditions

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act (UWMP) requires that each urban
water supplier providing water for municipal purposes, either to more than 3,000 customers,
or more than 3,000 acre feet of water annually, must prepare, adopt, and update a UWMP at
least once every five years. This applies to Metropolitan Water District (MWD), San Diego
County Water Authority SDCWA, and its member agencies, including the OWD. The intent
of an UWMP is to present information on water supply, water usage/demand, recycled water,
and water use efficiency programs within a water district’s service area over a 25 year time
frame.

The UWMP process ensures that water supplies are being planned to meet future growth. The
most current supply and demand projections are contained in the 2010 UWMPs of MWD,
SDCWA, and OWD. San Diego County Water Authority member districts rely on the
UWMPs and Integrated Resources Plans (IRPs) of MWD and the Regional Water Facilities
Master Plan of SDCWA to document supplies available to meet projected demands.

In the 2010 UWMPs, MWD, SDCWA, and all SDCWA member agencies, including
OWD, have determined that adequate water supplies would be available to serve existing
service areas under normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry year conditions
through the year 2035.

The GMOC annually distributes a questionnaire to relevant city departments and public
facility and service agencies to monitor the status of threshold standards compliance. The
response from OWD in support of the 2013 GMOC Annual Report included the issue of
existing water system adequacy to serve projected growth for Chula Vista. The response
further identified OWD’s capital improvement programs required to serve the forecasted
water demands and identified a list of capital improvement projects (CIPs) that would
need to be implemented in order to meet projected demand. The OWD concluded that the
existing potable and recycled water systems including their CIP’s should be adequate to
meet the forecasted growth with the City of Chula Vista over the next five year time
frame. However, the State’s water supply continues to face the climatological,
environmental, legal and other challenges that impact water supply sources.

81 Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP



A. Metropolitan Water District: In November 2010, MWD adopted their 2010 Regional
UWMP, which evaluates water supply reliability, over a 20-year period, for average,
single-dry, and multiple-dry years within its service area. MWD developed estimates of
total retail demands for the region, factoring in the impacts of conservation. The water
reliability analysis identifies both the current supplies and supplies under development to
meet projected demands. MWD’s reliability assessment showed that MWD can maintain
reliable water supplies to meet projected demands through the year 2035. MWD also
identified a planning buffer supply intended to protect against the risk that future
demands could be higher than projected. As part of its implementation of the planning
buffer, MWD periodically evaluates water supply development, supply conditions, and
projected demands to ensure that the region is not under or over developing supplies. The
planning buffer will ensure that Southern California, including San Diego County, will
have adequate water supplies to meet long-term future demands.

B. San Diego County Water Authority: The SDCWA service area covers approximately
951,000 acres and encompasses the western third of San Diego County. SDCWA has 24
member agencies, including OWD. SDCWA is responsible for ensuring a safe and
reliable water supply to support the region’s economy and quality of life for over three
million residents. SDCWA imports between 70% and 95% of the water used in the San
Diego region from MWD. In 2008, MWD provided 71% of the San Diego region’s
water supply. Most of this water is obtained from the Colorado River and the State
Water Project (SWP) through a system of pipes, agueducts, and associated facilities.
Historically, SDCWA has relied on imported water supplies purchased from MWD to
meet the needs of its member agencies. SDCWA is the largest MWD member agency in
terms of deliveries, accounting for nearly 25% of MWD’s delivered water.

According to the SDCWA 2010 UWMP, the San Diego region has reduced water usage
over 50,000 acre feet average during the past three years. Conserved agricultural transfer
water from the Imperial Valley has begun flowing to the San Diego region. This source
provided approximately 70,000 acre feet in 2010 and will provide approximately 200,000
acre feet by 2021. This relatively new source of water is the result of SDCWA entering
into the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA) with other water agencies in
October 2003. The QSA resolved long-standing disputes regarding Colorado River water
use among several agencies, and established a water budget for the agricultural agencies.
This resolution permitted the implementation of several water conservation and transfer
agreements, including the SDCWA/Imperial Irrigation District (11D) transfer agreement.

The SDCWA UWMP contains documentation of existing and planned water supplies.
These supplies include MWD (imported Colorado River water and SWP water), and
local member agency supplies that include (1) 1ID water transfer supplies; (2)
supplies from conservation projects to line the Imperial Valley’s All-American Canal
and the Coachella Valley’s Coachella Canal; and (3) development of a seawater
desalination facility at the Encina Power Plant in Carlsbad, which is anticipated to
produce 56,000 acre feet per year of water supplies. Additionally, since 1980,
approximately 5 to 30% of member agency water has come from local sources,
primarily from surface water reservoirs. Recycled water and groundwater recovery
projects are growing in importance in the region. These projects coupled with water
conservation efforts have made SDCWA member agencies less dependent on
imported water.
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Based on the imported and member agency local water sources, SDCWA estimates
that it, along with member agency local sources, will be able to supply 647,284 acre
feet of water in 2015. Therefore, according to the MWD and SDCWA 2010 UWMPs,
there is available water to meet all of the region’s anticipated demand, including the
development of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project, in average/normal and dry
water years, as shown in Table I.1, and 1.2.

Average/Normal Water Year Supply and Demand Assessment (acre feet/yr.)

Table 1.1

Local Supplies 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Surface Water 48,206 47,940 47,878 47,542 47,289
Water Recycling 38,660 43,728 46,603 48,278 49,998
Groundwater 11,710 11,100 12,100 12,840 12,840
Groundwater Recovery 10,320 15,520 15,520 15,520 15,520
Seawater Desalinization 0 56,000 56,000 56,000 56,000
Imported Supplies

11D Water Transfer 100,000 190,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
Supply from MWD 358,189 230,601 259,694 293,239 323,838
2‘;?;2‘22§ g:g:l' i’l‘gl %”Projects 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200
Total Projected Supplies 647,285 675,089 717,995 753,619 785,685

Total Estimated Demands* 647,285 675,089 717,995 753,619 785,685

Difference 0 0 0 0 0

! with Conservation

Source: Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment

Table 1.2
Single Dry Water Year Supply and Demand Assessment (acre feet/yr.)
Local Supplies 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Surface Water 17,932 17,932 17,932 17,932 17,932
Water Recycling 38,660 43,728 46,603 48,278 49,998
Groundwater 9,977 9,977 9,977 9,977 9,977
Groundwater Recovery 10,320 15,520 15,520 15,520 15,520
Seawater Desalinization 0 56,000 56,000 56,000 56,000
Imported Supplies
11D Water Transfer 100,000 190,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
Supply from MWD 430,431 305,101 338,501 376,023 409,389
Coachella Tanal and nAg:'prOjects 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200
Total Projected Supplies 687,520 718,458 764,733 803,930 839,016
Total Estimated Demands* 687,520 718,458 764,733 803,930 839,016
Difference 0 0 0 0 0

! With Conservation

Source: Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment
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C. Otay Water District: The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan is within the OWD,
which provides water services to a large portion of San Diego East County and Eastern
Chula Vista, including the EastLake community, Otay Ranch, and Otay Mesa along the
U.S./Mexico International Border. OWD covers 137 square miles with approximately
450 miles of pipelines, 21 pump stations, and 37 reservoirs with a total storage capacity
of approximately 190 million gallons. OWD provides 90% of its water service to
residential and 10% to commercial, industrial, and other land uses. Average daily
consumption is approximately 40,324 acre feet. OWD also operates the Ralph W.
Chapman Water Recycling Facility.

X.5. Adequacy Analysis
A. Water Conservation Plan

A Water Conservation Plan is required for all major development projects (50 dwelling
units or greater, or commercial and industrial projects with 50 EDUs of water demand or
greater). This plan is required at the Sectional Planning Area (SPA) Plan level or
equivalent for projects which are not processed through a Planned Community Zone.
The city has adopted guidelines for the preparation and implementation of the Water
Conservation Plan.

A Water Conservation Plan was prepared for the Village 2 SPA project in
February 2006 by Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc. The subsequent Village 2 SPA
Amendment was also subject to the requirements of the 2006 WCP.

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan complies with the requirements of the Chula
Vista Model Landscape Ordinance (CVMC 20.12) by preparing the Otay Ranch Villages
2 SPA Amendment Water Conservation Plan, April, 2014, by Dexter-Wilson Engineering,
Inc. The WCP provides an analysis of water usage requirements of the proposed project,
as well as a detailed plan of mandatory and non-mandatory measures for water
conservation, use of recycled water, and other means of reducing per capita water
consumption from the proposed project, as well as defining a program to monitor
compliance. The Water Conservation Plan is presented in conjunction with the SPA Plan
document as Chapter 9 and therefore is not included in the PFFP.

B. Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Water Demand

Table 1.3 presents the duty factors used in projecting the total average day potable and recycled
water demands for the project. The required fire flows and durations are also listed. The City
of Chula Vista utilizes the Uniform Fire Code for determining required fire flows and durations
for new development. For single-family residences, a fire flow of 1,500 gpm for duration of
two hours is typically required.
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Table 1.3
Water Duty Factors

Land Use Designation Domestic Required Fire Required Fire Flow
Demand Flow Duration Hours
Single Family-Medium (1-3 DU/AC) 850 gpd/unit 1,500 2
Single Family-High (3-8 DU/AC) 500 gpd/unit 1,500 2
Multi-Family (>8 DU/AC) 300 gpd/unit 2,500 2
Schools 1,785 gpd/ac 3,500 3
Commercial 1,785 gpd/ac 3,000 3
CPF, Fire Station 893 gpd/ac 3,000 3
Industrial 893 gpd/ac 5,000 4
Irrigation (Recycled Water) 2,155 gpd/ac -- --

Source: Dexter Wilson Engineering
1. Potable Water

The OWD currently provides water service to the Village 2 approved project and
will provide water to the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Amendment areas. The
projected water demands for the Village 2 SPA were evaluated in the November
2010 Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) Amendment for the Otay Water
District, dated November 2010 by Dexter Wilson. Table 1.4 summarizes the
projected water demands from the 2010 WRMP. Table 1.5 summarizes the
projected water demands based on the current approved Village 2 plan. Table 1.6
provides a comparison between the November 2010 WRMP and current
projections.

Table 1.4
OWD November 2010 WRMP
Village 2 SPA Plan
Projected Plan Water Demand Summary

Description Potable Water Demand, gpd
624 Zone 147,967
711 Zone 838,479
Total 986,446

Source: Dexter Wilson 2013

Table 1.5
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Projected Water Demands

Description Potable Water Demand, gpd
624 Zone 179,992
711 Zone 1,274,263
Total 1,454,255

Source: Dexter Wilson 2013
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Table 1.6
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Water Demand Summary

Pressure Projected Demand, GPD Demand Increase
Zone 2010 WRMP Current Proposed GPD AFY
624 Zone 147,967 179,992 32,025 36
711 Zone 838,479 1,274,263 435,784 488
Total 986,446 1,454,255 467,809 524
Notes: GDP = General Development Plan

AFY = acre-feet per year

Source: Dexter Wilson 2013

The projected water demand is increased by 467,809 gallons per day (gdp) or 524
ac-ft/yr in the current scenario as compared to the 2010 WRMP. The backbone of
the on-site water infrastructure system has already been installed since the
approval of the project in 2006. The existing on-site water infrastructure system
has been determined to be adequate to support the proposed project. Additionally,
mitigation measure 5.13.1-1 from the 2006 EIR required a final Subarea Master
Plan to be prepared prior to the approval of the first final map for development
occurring within Village 2.

As shown in Table 1.6, the projected water demand for the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA project is higher than what was estimated in the 2010 OWD
WRMP. This information was provided to OWD for use in regional water supply
planning and has been provided as the basis for a Water Supply Assessment and
Verification (WSAV) report that was approved by OWD (OWD 2014). Further,
the OWD has issued a “will serve” letter dated January 28, 2014 confirming that
adequate water supplies will be available to serve the proposed project. Per
OWD’s will serve letter, OWD has approved the required Water Demand Study
(Dexter Wilson 2013) and Water Supply Assessment and Verification report on
November 6, 2013. As stated in the will serve letter, the developer will be
required to annex parcel 644-310-02-00 into an improvement district, and will be
required to submit improvement plans or applicable construction changes to
existing improvement plans for OWD approval and extend the water mains to
front all properties in question. If service laterals do not exist for the project, the
applicant would be required to pay to have OWD install them prior to OWD
providing water service to the area. Moreover, According to the Dexter Wilson
2013 Memorandum, no changes to the existing Village 2 water infrastructure
system will be required as a result of the proposed Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Plan.

Normally, the potable water distribution system is designed to maintain static
pressures between 65 psi and 200 psi. This standard is used to initially divide a
project between water service zones. According to Dexter Wilson Engineering, the
potable water distribution system has been designed to yield a minimum of 40 psi
residual pressure at any location under peak hour demand flows, and a minimum
residual pressure of 20 psi during maximum day demand plus fire flow conditions.
Potable water mains have been sized to maintain a maximum velocity of 10 feet per
second under a maximum day plus fire flow scenario and a maximum velocity of 6
feet per second under peak hour flow conditions.
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Table 1.7
Projected Recycled Water Demands For
Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Average
Area, | Percentage to Irrigated Re.cyc.l ed Water Recycled
Land Use . Irrigation Factor,
Acres be Irrigated Acreage d/ac Water
&P Demand, gpd

Open Space, Slopes, 120: 100 120.0 2,155 258,600
Parkways
Parks 68.6 100 68.6 2,155 147,833
Schools 19.8 20 4.0 2,155 8,620
CPF 12.6 10 13 2,155 2,802
Mixed _ 225 10 2.25 2,155 4,849
Use/Commercial
Multi-family 146.2 15 21.9 2,155 47,195
Industrial 91.4 5 4.6 2,155 9,913
Total 479,812
1 Preliminary Estimate

Source: Dexter Wilson Engineering
2. Recycled Water

Pursuant to Section 26 of the Otay Water District Code, Village 2 SPA project is
required to utilize recycled water for the irrigation of open space slopes, parks,
parkway and median landscaping, and the common areas of schools,
commercial, and multi-family residential sites. The potential recycled water use
for the Village 2 project was established in the 2006 WCP report. The potential
recycled water use areas have not changed substantially since the 2006 report;
however, there have been minor changes to the irrigation acreages. Appendix B
of the Otay Ranch Village SPA Amendment Water Conservation Plan, April 2014, by
Dexter Wilson Engineering identifies the potential recycled water use areas from
the 2006 study and Table 1.7 provides the updated estimate for recycled water
demand. The total estimated recycled water demand is approximately 0.48 mgd.

X.6. Existing Facilities

A. Potable Water

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project will be served by the Central Service Area of
the OWD. This service area is supplied water from Connection Nos. 10 and 12 to the
SDCWA aqueduct, which fills 624 Zone reservoirs. Water is distributed within the 624
Zone and pumped to the 711 Zone storage and distribution systems. The existing potable
water facilities located in the vicinity of the project are as follows:

e 624 Zone
The 624 Zone has three existing storage reservoirs. The 624-2 Reservoir is located
adjacent to the SDCWA aqueduct between Otay Lakes Road and East H Street, has a
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capacity of 8.0 million gallons, and is supplied by Connection No. 10 to the SDCWA
aqueduct. The 624-1 and 624-3 Reservoirs are supplied by Connection No. 12, and
have a capacity of 12.4 million gallons and 30 million gallons, respectively. The 624-
1 Reservoir is located adjacent to the eastern boundary of Otay Ranch Village 5 and
is located along EastLake Parkway, just north of Olympic Parkway (Overview of
Water Service for Otay Ranch University Villages 3 North, a Portion of Village 4, 8
East and 10. March 2014, by Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc.).

e 711 Zone

The Central Area Pump Station is currently the only pump in the 711 Zone. It is
located at the 624-1 Reservoir site adjacent to the eastern boundary of Otay Ranch
Village 5. This station pumps water from the 624 Zone system into the 711 Zone
distribution system and into two existing 711 Zone reservoirs located in the EastLake
Greens development. The 711 Zone Pump Station currently has five pumps (one
standby), each rated for 4,000 gallons per minute (gpm), which results in a firm
station capacity of 16,000 gpm.

There are three existing reservoirs in the 711 Zone. Two reservoirs at the same site
within the EastLake Greens development, and have a total capacity of 5.0 million
gallons. A 16.0 million gallon reservoir, Reservoir 711-3, was constructed north of
the Rolling Hills Ranch project. With construction of this reservoir, OWD has
sufficient storage within the 711 Zone to meet the demands from projected
development in this zone.

The major 711 Zone pipelines in the vicinity of the project area include a 20-inch line
in EastLake Parkway, a 16-inch line in Hunte Parkway, and 12-inch lines in La
Media Road and Magdalena Avenue (Overview of Water Service for Otay Ranch
University Villages 3 North, a Portion of Village 4, 8 East and 10. March 2014, by
Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc.).

The backbone of the on-site water infrastructure system for Village 2 has been
installed since the initial project approval as analyzed under the 2006 EIR as
amended. The Dexter Wilson 2013 memorandum determined that the existing
system is adequate to support the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project.

B. Recycled Water

The only current source of recycled water for the OWD is the Ralph W. Chapman Water
Recycling Facility. This facility currently has a rated capacity of 1.3 mgd with a
maximum production of approximately 1.1 mgd and could be expanded to an ultimate
capacity of 2.50 mgd. Typically, summer demands exceed the 1.1 mgd plant capacity.
The District has the capability to supplement the recycled water supply with the potable
980 Zone water system which has facilities in the area. Based on the OWD Water
Resources Master Plan, the South Bay Water Treatment Plant will have an ultimate rated
capacity of 15 mgd and the OWD obtained capacity rights to 8.0 mgd of recycled water.
This additional source of recycled water will allow the District to meet existing and
future recycled water demands. In addition, the OWD has master planned the recycled
water system to integrate this source of water into their existing recycled water system.

Two ponds in the District’s Recycled Use Area provide storage of the effluent from the
Ralph W. Chapman facility. The storage ponds have a high water line of approximately
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X.7.

X.8.

X.9.

944 feet and 927 feet, respectively, and provide the storage and supply for the 927 Zone
distribution system. The 680 Zone distribution system has been supplied by pressure
reducing off the 927 Zone system, but ultimately will be supplied by the South Bay Water
Reclamation Plant. Conveyance facilities to convey water from the South Bay Treatment
Plant to the use areas, including the 680 Zone use areas, are currently being implemented.
A 12-inch 680 Zone pipeline exists in Hunte Parkway along the southern boundary of
Village 11, and an 8-inch 927 Zone pipeline exists in EastLake Parkway to Hunte Parkway.

Proposed Facilities:

The major backbone pipelines have already been constructed to the Village 2 project site.
The backbone of the on-site water infrastructure system has been installed since the 2006
project approval. The existing on-site water infrastructure system, including recycled water
facilities, has been determined to be adequate to support the proposed project. Additionally,
conditions that were approved for the original project shall be implemented as part of the
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project, which include preparation of a final SAMP and
requirements related to payment of fees and phasing. See Exhibit 10 and 11 for location of
proposed facilities.

Financing Water Facilities:
The financing and construction of potable water facilities is provided by two methods:

A. Capacity Fees:

1. OWD's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) provides for the design and construction of
facilities by OWD. Through this program, OWD collects an appropriate share of the cost
from Developers via the collection of capacity fees from water meter purchases. The
capacity fees are collected upon the sale of water meters after building permit issuance
according to OWD's fee schedule in effect at the time of sale.

2. CIP projects typically include supply facilities, pumping facilities, operational storage,
terminal storage, and transmission mains. Specific CIP projects, if required, are identified in
OWD's approved SAMP. The OWD may require amendment to the SAMP for this project.

B. Exaction:

The Developer designs and constructs facilities that serve their development only. Upon

completion, the facilities are dedicated to OWD. According to OWD's policy No. 26,

OWD will provide reimbursement for construction and design costs associated with

development of these improvements.

Threshold Compliance and Recommendations

A. The developer shall provide water and recycled water improvements according the
OWD approved SAMP. The construction of potable water and recycled water
facilities, based on the approved SAMP, shall be completed prior to the approval of
building permits.

B. The developer shall pay OWD fees in effect at the time water meters are purchased.

C. The developer shall comply with the mandatory and non-mandatory water
conservation measures as detailed in the WCP.
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XI.

XI.1.

Xl.2.

X1.3.

SEWER

Threshold Standard

A. Sewage flows and volumes shall not exceed City Engineering Standards as set forth in
the subdivision manual adopted by city council Resolution No. 11175 on February 12,
1983, as may be amended from time to time.

B. The City will annually provide the San Diego Metropolitan Sewer Authority with a 12-
18 month development forecast and request confirmation that the projection is within the
City’s purchased capacity rights and an evaluation of their ability to accommodate the
forecast and continuing growth,or the city engineering department staff shall gather the
necessary data. The information provided to the GMOC shall include the following:

1. Amount of current capacity now used or committed.

2. Ability of affected facilities to absorb forecast growth.

3. Evaluation of funding and site availability for projected new facilities.
4. Other relevant information.

The growth forecast and authority response letters shall be provided to the GMOC for
inclusion in its review.

Service Analysis

The Sewer Threshold Standard was developed to maintain healthful, sanitary sewer collection
and disposal systems for the City of Chula Vista. Individual projects are required to provide
necessary improvements consistent with the City of Chula Vista Wastewater Master Plan
dated May 2005 and shall comply with all city engineering standards.

The City of San Diego Metro provides sewer treatment services for the City of Chula Vista in
accordance with the terms of a multi-agency agreement (Metro Agreement). The Metro
system currently has adequate sewage treatment capacity to serve the region until
approximately 2025. In the City of Chula Vista, Development shall not occur without
adequate sewer capacity, which is determined by the City Engineer. Building permits will
not be issued if the City Engineer has determined that adequate sewer capacity does not exist.
All development must comply with the Municipal Code, specifically Municipal Code
sections 19.09.010(A) 6 and 13.14.030. Chula Vista oversees the construction, maintenance
and the operation of the sewer trunk line system.

The source of information regarding the existing and recommended sewer facilities in this
PFFP is from the Overview of Sewer Service for Otay Ranch Villages 3 North, A Portion of 4,
8 East, and 10 by Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc. (October, 2013). This study is referred to
as the Dexter Wilson Sewer Study throughout this PFFP.

The project is planned as a mixed density residential community of 1,740 dwelling units.
With supporting uses that include an elementary school, a neighborhood park, community
purpose areas, and open space. Residential products will include single family detached and
multi-family units.

Project Processing Requirements

The SPA Plan and the PFFP are required by the Growth Management Program to address the
following issues for Sewer Services:
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X1.4.

X1.4.1.

X1.4.2.

A. ldentify phased demands for all sewer trunk lines in conformance with the street
improvements and in coordination with the construction of water facilities.

B. Identify location of facilities for onsite and offsite improvements, including reclaimed
water facilities, in conformance with the Wilson Study.

C. Provide cost estimates for all facilities and proposed financing responsibilities.
D. Identify financing methods.

Existing Conditions
Transportation

The City of Chula Vista provides the sewer service for the Otay Ranch Village 2 SPA project.
The backbone sewer collection system for the existing and amended project area has been
constructed.

A. Poggi Canyon Basin: The northern portion of the Village 2 SPA project is within the
Poggi Canyon Basin. The existing 18-inch Poggi Canyon Interceptor extends along the
Village 2’s frontage on Olympic Parkway.

B. Salt Creek Basin: Flows from the southern portion of the Village 2 SPA will be
conveyed south to the Salt Creek Interceptor. The Salt Creek Interceptor is an existing
36-inch pipe that runs in an east-west direction adjacent to the southern boundary of
Village 2 and increases to a 42-inch diameter pipe at this location.

The Wastewater Master Plan, updated in 2013, evaluates the capacity of the City’s sewer
system and provides a 20 year capital improvement plan (CIP) for rehabilitation and
expansion of the collection system and recommended capacity charges. The CIP also
includes the recommended system improvements to address existing and projected
demand at City build-out. Future City flow estimates are based on the 2005 growth
projections, which indicate that the City would eventually exceed its existing share in the
City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater District (Metro) system. The City of Chula
Vista has current treatment capacity rights of 20.864 mgd in the Metro sewer system.
The wastewater generation analysis presented in the Wastewater Master Plan is used by
the City to establish a basis for acquiring future Metro treatment capacity to allow for
implementation of the Chula Vista General Plan, as amended in 2012. The city’s sewage
capacity was not exceeded in 2012 and the 2013 GMOC Annual Report concluded the
city would not exceed its sewage capacity in the next 10 years.

Wastewater Treatment

Sewer flows generated by the project were estimated by Dexter Wilson Engineering. Their
estimates were based on City Subdivision Manual to calculate the average daily wastewater
inflows to the off-site sewer. The total annual average wastewater flows produced from the
project are illustrated on Table J.1.
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Table J.1
City of Chula Vista
Sewage Generation Factors

Land Use Average Flow Factor
Single Family Residential 265 gpd/unit
Multi-Family Residential 199 gpd/unit
Commercial/ Industrial 2,500 gpd/acre
Community Purpose Facilities 2,500 gpd/acre
Elementary Schools 15 gpd/student
Junior & High Schools 20 gpd/student
Parks 500 gpd/acre

Source: Dexter Wilson Engineering

On-site and off-site collection, trunk, and interceptor facilities were evaluated in the Dexter
Wilson Sewer Study based on this sewage flow. In addition, the city’s design criteria were
used for the analysis of the existing sewer system as well as for design and sizing of
improvements and expansions to the onsite system to accommodate the flows anticipated to
be generated by the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA.

The City of Chula Vista’s Projected Sewage Flow and Treatment Capacity is shown on Table
J.2 considers the projected growth between 2012 and 2017.

Table J.2
Chula Vista Projected Sewage Flow and Treatment Capacity
Million Gallons 18-month 5-year "Build-out™
per Day (MGD) S AL SV L2 Projection | Projection | Projection*
Average Flow 16.272 15.935 16.853** 17.948** 26.2*
Capacity 20.864 20.864 20.864 20.864 20.864

*  Buildout Projection based on 2005 Chula Vista Wastewater Master Plan
**  Growth rate per the "Residential Growth Forecast Years 2012 through 2016"

Source: GMOC 2013 Annual Report

The City of Chula Vista currently has capacity rights of 20.864 mgd of flow in the Metro
sewer system. Existing average flows in the City are approximately 16 mgd. The estimated
year 2030 flows based on the 2005 General Plan were 23.3 mgd. However, densification in
the 2010 General Plan Update, the projected year 2030 average flow for the preferred
alternative increased the flow to approximately 26.222 mgd. Therefore, requiring the City of
Chula Vista to acquire capacity rights for an additional approximate 5.358 mgd to
accommodate year 2030 flows. The Salt Creek Interceptor Technical Sewer Study for the
South Otay Ranch, prepared by Atkins (formerly PBS&J) in November 2010 as a supporting
document to the 2010 General Plan Amendment EIR addresses the City’s current projections
regarding the need to acquire additional treatment plant capacity in the future. The total
future treatment capacity at full buildout, including the proposed project, is approximately
32.548 mgd, leaving approximately 11.684 mgd that needs to be acquired above the city’s
current capacity rights. The City of Chula Vista may acquire additional capacity rights in the
Metro system through negotiations with the City of San Diego, but there are other alternatives
that the City of Chula Vista is evaluating including the construction of a new wastewater
treatment plant to meet its future treatment capacity and disposal requirements. Building
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XI.5.

permits for new development projects will be issued only if the City Engineer has determined

that adequate sewer capacity exists.

Adequacy Analysis

The Dexter Wilson Sewer Study provides an estimate of projected sewage flows from the
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan. Only neighborhoods within Village 2 that included
changes from the previously approved project were analyzed as shown in Table J.3.

Table J.3
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Sewer Flow Projections
Description Total Sewage Flow | EDUs
Approved Land Use Plan
Poggi Canyon 277,865 1,049
Wolf Basin 279,520 1,055
Total 557,385 2,103
Proposed Project
Poggi Canyon 454,975 1,717
Wolf Basin 360,665 1,361
Other Projects
Poggi Canyon 71,620 270
Wolf Basin 47,170 178
Total Poggi Canyon (P_roposed Project + 526,595 1,087
Other Projects)
Total Wolf Basin (Prqposed Project + 407,835 1,539
Other Projects)

Source: Dexter Wilson Engineering

Table J.4 provides a summary of projected flows. As shown, the development of the proposed
project including cumulative projects considered in the sewage flow analysis, would increase
Poggi Canyon flows by 248,730 gpd, and Wolf Canyon flows by 128,315 gpd.

Table 4
Sewer Flow Comparison Summary*
Descrintion Poggi Basin Wolf Basin

P Avg Flow, gpd EDUs Avg Flow, gpd EDUs
Village 2 Approved Plan 277,865 1,049 279,520 1,055
Village 2
Comprehensive SPA 526,595 1,987 407,835 1,539
Net Increase 248,730 938 128,315 484
JPB Amendment 42,400 160 0 0
EUC? 7,420 28°
Total Increase 298,550 1,126 128,315 484

! Only includes neighborhoods in Village 2 with land use changes.
2 The 2009 PMC Study estimated 429 EDUs from the EUC and the current estimate from Atkins is 457 EDUEs.

Source: Dexter Wilson Sewer Study
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As previously discussed, the backbone sewer lines for the proposed project site have already
been installed. These lines were evaluated under a cumulative project scenario including
other projects occurring within the proposed project vicinity by Dexter Wilson Engineering.
It was determined that no upgrades to the existing sewer lines anticipated to serve the
proposed project would be required. The sewer lines to be installed within the Wolf Canyon
Basin have yet to be designed. The design and sizing of these lines would take into account
the additional increase in density as proposed under the proposed project.

A. Onsite Sewer System

That portion of Village 2 within the Poggi Canyon Basin conveys its sewer to the Poggi
Canyon Interceptor at Heritage Road and at Santa Venetia Street. The backbone sewer
lines serving Village 2 have already been installed. The Dexter Wilson Sewer Study
contains a hydraulic analysis of these sewer lines using the as-built conditions. The lines
were evaluated under the cumulative project scenario. As shown, all sewer lines will
flow at a d/D of 0.51 or less during the cumulative project condition. Dexter Wilson
concluded that no upgrades to the Village 2 onsite sewer system were necessary based on
the cumulative project scenario. The sewer lines within the Wolf Canyon Basin have not
yet been designed. The design and sizing of these lines will need to take into account the
additional 484 EDUs as a result of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan.

B. Poggi Canyon Interceptor

The Dexter Wilson Sewer Study evaluated the available capacity in the Poggi Canyon
Interceptor under cumulative project conditions. Table J.5 summarizes the impact of
adding 1,126 EDUs as a result of the cumulative project would have on the permitted
and the remaining committed capacity. Dexter Wilson Sewer Study Exhibits
identifies the reach locations and indicates where Village 2 connects to the Poggi
Interceptor. As shown in Table J.5, the two reaches already identified for future
replacement are shown as being over capacity and one additional reach is shown to be
slightly over capacity. This additional reach is P345 to P363 which is an 18” pipe
that is shown to be 99 EDUs over capacity. Upon approval of the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan, Dexter Wilson Engineering recommends the Poggi Basin
Gravity Sewer Development Impact Fee be updated to reflect the additional units and
additional improvement as identified in Table J.5.

C. Salt Creek Interceptor
The available capacity in the Salt Creek Interceptor was analyzed under baseline and
cumulative conditions in a November 2010 report prepared by PBS&J. This analysis was
updated by Atkins in a memorandum dated February 28, 2014 to include additional flows
resulting from the Village 2 SPA Amendment and land use changes in Planning Area 12.
The updated analysis is provided as Appendix C for reference and concludes that these
additional flows do not result in capacity deficiencies in the Salt Creek Interceptor.

Recommended Sewerage Facilities

The Dexter Wilson Sewer Study concludes that the proposed densification within the
cumulative project will exceed the units foreseen in the 2009 Poggi DIF update. However,
the limits of the required DIF improvements remain the same with the exception of pipe
segment P345 to P365, which is slightly over capacity at the revised build out conditions.
The current cost related to the DIF improvements has been identified in the Poggi DIF.
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Table J.5

Poggi Canyon Interceptor Summary
Cumulative Project Scenario

PMC Study PMC Study* . :
Capacity at Permitted EDUs Committed EDU’s SRS P CEE A ETe 37!
Reach d/D=0.85 - - - Net EDUs Net Committed
EDUs Current Remaining | o eny | REMAINing SR OITOTE Permitted Remaining
Capacity Capacity EDUs R -

emaining EDUs

P102 to P140 18,367 11,602 6,765 16,204 2,163 1,126 5,639 1,037
P140 to P175R 22,192 11,602 10,591 16,204 5,988 1,126 9,465 4,862
P175R to P195 35,898 11,602 24,296 16,204 19,694 1,126 23,170 18,568
P195 to P230 18,367 10,726 7,640 15,328 3,039 1,126 6,514 1,913

P230 to P240 16,427 10,053 6,374 14,655 1,772 1,126 5,248 646

P240 to P253R 16,427 10,053 6,374 14,655 1,772 1,126 5,248 646
R253R to P270 12,175 9,763 2,412 14,365 (2,190) 1,126 1,286 (3,316)
P270 to P305 12,175 8,587 3,589 13,125 (950) 1,126 2,463 (2,076)
P305 to P310 38,503 8,587 29,916 12,609 25,894 1,126 28,790 24,768
P310 to P345 17,047 8,447 8,600 12,469 4,578 1,126 7,474 3,452

P345 to P365 13,339 8,289 5,049 12,312 1,027 1,126 3,923 (99)
P365 to P405 17,305 8,289 9,016 11,590 5,715 1,126 7,890 4,589
P405 to P410 13,339 7,770 5,569 11,070 2,269 1,126 4,443 1,143
u/s P410 to SR125 13,339 6,605 6,733 9,906 3,433 1,126 5,607 2,307

! Committed EDUs do not include interim 464 EDUs from Village 7, 281 EDUs from EUC

Source: Dexter Wilson Sewer Study
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X1.8.

program and any amendment project will be required to update the Poggi DIF study as a
condition of approval for the project. The Dexter Wilson Sewer Study verifies that the onsite
sewer system for Village 2 is adequate to serve the proposed project. Although no additional
improvements to the Salt Creek Interceptor are proposed, the Dexter Wilson Sewer Study
recommends the Salt Creek DIF Study be updated as a condition of approval for the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan project to reflect the additional proposed units from the project.

Table J.6
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Projected Sewage Flow Summary
Land Use | Quantity | Unit Flow | Total Flow, gpd
Poggi Canyon
Single Family 827 units 265 gpd/unit 219,155
Multi-Family 2,542 units 198.75 gpd/unit 505,222
Schools 10.3 ac 2,500 gpd/ac 25,750
Commercial/Office 20.0 ac 2,500 gpd/ac 50,000
Industrial 59.6 ac 2,500 gpd/ac 149,000
CPF 11.2 ac 2,500 ggpd/ac 28,000
Parks 18.9 ac 500 gpd/ac 9,450
Subtotal 3,369 units 986,577
Wolf Canyon
Single Family 517 units 265 gpd/unit 137,005
Multi-Family 659 units 198.75 gpd/unit 130,976
Schools 9.5ac 2,500 gpd/ac 23,750
Industrial 36.5ac 2,500 gpd/ac 91,250
CPF 1.4 ac 2,500 gpd/ac 3,500
Parks 49.7 ac 500 gpd/ac 24,850
Subtotal 1,176 units 411,331
Total 4 545 units 1,397,908

Source: Dexter Wilson Engineering
Facility Phasing

One primary phase of development is proposed. The existing 18-inch Poggi Canyon
Interceptor extends along the length of Village 2's frontage on Olympic Parkway.
Backbone sewer lines connecting the R-7A, R-9A, R-28 and R-29 neighborhoods to the
Interceptor have already been installed. The development of individual building sites will
commence as the market dictates. Build-out of all building sites may occur over a
several year period. Sewer laterals to serve the Project are the responsibility of the
developer.

Financing Sewer Facilities

To fund the necessary future improvements to the Poggi Canyon Interceptor,
development impact fees have been established by the City of Chula Vista. Adoption of
City of Chula Vista Ordinance Number 2716, as amended, established a fee to be paid
for future development within the Poggi Canyon Basin that connects into the existing
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system. The Chula Vista City Council has authorized the collection of a fee to aid in
the cost of processing sewerage generated in the city. The current fee is $265/EDU.
Single Family Dwellings are considered 1.00 EDU and Multi-Family Units
(apartments and condominiums) are considered .75 EDU. The Sewer Capacity Fee is
subject to periodic adjustments. Table J.9 summarizes the fees to be paid by the
Project. These fees will be collected before building permits are issued.

Table J.7
City of Chula Vista
Poggi Canyon Basin Impact Fee

Land Use EDU Factor Fee
Single Family-Residential 1.0 EDU/unit $265/unit
Multi-Family Residential 0.75 EDU/unit $198.75/unit
Commercial/Industrial 9.43 EDU/acre $2,498.95/acre
CPF 9.43 EDU/acre $2,498.95/acre
Elementary School 0.06 EDU/student $15.90/student
Parks 1.89 EDU/acre $500.85/acre

The Salt Creek Basin Study by Wilson Engineering, November 1994 established a fee to fund
future improvements to the Salt Creek Interceptor System. This fee is required to be paid by
all future developments within the Salt Creek Drainage Basin to fund improvements required
to serve ultimate development within the drainage basin. City of Chula Vista Ordinance
Number 2617 established the fee to be paid for future development within the Salt Creek
Basin that connects into the existing system. Table J.8 summarizes the current fees to be paid
by each land use type. Similar to the Poggi Canyon fees, they are collected before building

permits are issued.

Wolf Canyon/Salt Creek Basin Impact Fee

Table J.8
City of Chula Vista

Land Use EDU Factor Fee $
Single Family-Residential 1.0 EDU/unit $1,330/unit
Multi-Family Residential 0.75 EDU/unit $997.5/unit

Commercial/Industrial

9.43 EDU/acre

$12,541.9/acre

CPF

9.43 EDU/acre

$12,541.9/acre

Elementary School

0.06 EDU/student

$79.8/student

Parks

1.89 EDU/acre

$2,513.7/acre
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The project estimated Poggi Canyon and Wolf Canyon/Salt Creek Basin Fee for the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan is estimated $ 805,197 (see Table J.9). The estimated fee may
change depending upon the final number of dwelling units, changes in acreages and/or fee
revisions by the City Council.

Table J.9
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Poggi Canyon & Wolf Canyon/Salt Creek Basin Project Impact Fees

Poggi Canyon Basin Fees

Residential Com'l/Ind./CPF School Park Total
SF $265/SF MF $198.5/ CIC;Q/'I/ $2,498.95| Elem |$15.90 Park $500.85
Units Unit Units | MF Unit CPE /Acre | School |/Student facre
0 $0 1075 | $213,386 | 13.3 $33,223 0 $0 8.8 $4,408 $251,017
Wolf Canyon/Salt Creek Basin Fees
SF | $1,330/SF | MF | $997.50/ Clonr;]/'ll $2,650.00 | Elem | $79.80 Park $2,513.70
Units Unit Units | MF Unit CPE /Acre School |/Student /acre
0 $0 487 $485,783 0 $0 750 |$59,850| 3.4 $8,547 $554,180
Totals
0 $0 | 1562 | $699,169 | | $33,223 | 359,850 12.2 | $12,955 $805,197
In addition to the Poggi Canyon and the Wolf Canyon/Salt Creek Impact Fee, new
development is subject to the City of Chula Vista's Sewerage Participate Fee. The Sewerage
Participate Fee was established to aid in the cost of processing sewerage generated in the
City. The current fee is $3,478 per EDU. Table J.10 estimates the current Sewerage
Participation Fee for the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA at $5,482,719.
Table J.10
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Sewerage Participation Fee
Land Use Additional EDUs Fee Estimated Fee
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA 1576.4* $3,478 per EDU $5,482,719

! Dexter Wilson Sewer Study

These tables are only an estimate of the potential fees that may be required for the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan. Actual fees will be calculated at the time building permits are
issued and may be different. Tables do not include the current Sewer Administration
Fee, which is currently $45/Building Connection.
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Threshold Compliance and Requirements

A.

According to the 2013 GMOC Annual Report, the City of Chula Vista will not exceed
its sewage capacity within the next 10 years.

With a limited amount of treatment capacity remaining, the City is working on a
variety of alternatives that would provide the additional capacity needed to serve all
future development within the City. However, building permits only will be issued if
the City Engineer determines that adequate sewer capacity exists.

Facilities to accommodate sewer flows have been identified in the Dexter Wilson Sewer
Study. The construction of new sewer lines must be phased in before the construction of
streets.

Adding an additional 1576.4 EDU’s will exceed the units foreseen in the Poggi Basin
Gravity Sewer Development Impact Fee Update, April 2009, by PMC. However, the
limits of the required DIF improvements remain the same with the exception of pipe
segment P345 to P365 which is shown to be slightly over capacity at revised build out
conditions. The current cost related to the DIF improvements has been identified in the
Poggi DIF program and any amendment project will be required to update the Poggi DIF
study as a condition of approval for the project. The Dexter Wilson Sewer Study verifies
that the onsite sewer system for Village 2 is adequate to serve the proposed project.
Although no additional improvements to the Salt Creek Interceptor are proposed as a
result of the Dexter Wilson Sewer Study, the Salt Creek DIF Study will need to be
updated as a condition of approval for this project to reflect the additional proposed units
from the project.

Requirements:

1. Salt Creek Development Impact Fee. Prior to issuance of each building permit, the
applicant or designee shall pay the Salt Creek Development Impact Fee at the rate in
effect at the time of building permit issuance and corresponding to the sewer basin
that the building will permanently sewer to, unless stated otherwise in a development
agreement that has been approved by the City Council.

2. Poggi Canyon Development Impact Fee: Prior to issuance of each building permit,
the applicant or designee shall pay the Poggi Canyon Development Impact Fee at the
rate in effect at the time of building permit issuance and corresponding to the sewer
basin that the building will permanently sewer to, unless stated otherwise in a
development agreement that has been approved by the City Council.

3. Density Transfer Technical Report. Prior to design review approval in accordance
with the Intensity Transfer provision in the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan, the
applicant or designee shall provide an update to the Overview of Sewer Service for
Otay Ranch University Village Two, 2014, Dexter Wilson with each proposed project
requesting an intensity transfer. The technical study shall demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer that adequate on-site wastewater infrastructure will
be available to support the transfer. The transfer of residential density shall be
limited by the ability of the on-site sewerage facilities to accommodate flows.
Building permits would be issued only if the City Engineer has determined that
adequate sewer capacity exists.
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4. Prior to each final map developer shall either demonstrate that Poggi Sewer has
adequate capacity or upsize the inadequate segment, all to the satisfaction of the
Director of Development Services.

5. Prior to the first final map, Developer shall fund the updates of the Poggi
Canyon and Salt Creek Sewer DIFs to include the projects proposed
additional units. Further, prior to the first final map developer shall agree not
to protest the update of the Poggi and Salt Creek Sewer DIF.

6. Prior to the issuance of the first building permit related to any project uses served
by the Poggi Canyon Sewer, and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, the
applicant shall:

a.

Design all gravity sewers to convey peak wet weather flow. For pipes with
diameter of 12 inches and smaller, the sewers will be designed to convey this
flow when flowing half full. For pipes of diameter larger than 12 inches, the
sewers will be designed to convey peak wet weather flow when flowing at three-
fourths of the pipe depth. All new sewers will be designed to maintain a
minimum velocity of two feet per second (fps) at design capacity to prevent the
deposition of solids.

Underwrite the cost of all studies and reports required to support the addition of
sewer flows to existing lines.

Assume the capital cost of all sewer lines and connections identified in the
Dexter Wilson Sewer Study.

Pay all current Sewerage Participation Fees, as required by the City of Chula
Vista.

Comply with Section 3-303 of the City of Chula Vista Subdivision Manual.

Construct off-site connections as required by the City Engineer.
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DRAINAGE

Threshold Standard

A. Storm water flows and volumes shall not exceed City Engineering Standards as set forth
in the subdivision manual adopted by City Council Resolution No. 11175 on Feburary
23,1983, as may be amended from time to time.

B. The GMOC shall annually review the performance of the City’s storm drain system to
determine its ability to meet the City’s goals and objectives above.

Service Analysis

The City of Chula Vista Public Works Department is responsible for ensuring that safe and
efficient storm water drainage systems are provided concurrent with development in order to
protect the residents and property within the city. City staff is required to review individual
projects to ensure that improvements are provided which are consistent with the drainage
master plan(s) and that the project complies with all City engineering drainage standards.
The City of Chula Vista Subdivision Manual; Engineering Department and Land
Development; section 3, March 2012, provides design criteria to comply with city design
standards. In addition, The City of Chula Vista Public Facilities Plan Flood Control
Summary Report, March 1989 (Phase Il) provides details for the city planned drainage
facilities.

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA project is under the jurisdiction of the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SDRWQCB) and is also subject to the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements both during and after
construction. NPDES requirements stem from the Federal Clean Water Act and are enforced
either by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) or the SDRWQCB. The
Project is also subject to the current Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) standards.

The Villages 2, 3 and Portion of 4 SPA Plan drainage improvements were identified in the
Master Drainage Study, for Otay Ranch Villages 2, 3 & 4, dated July 14, 2005, by Hunsaker
& Associates. Stormwater runoff pollution prevention and control measures for were
identified in the Preliminary Water Quality Technical Report for Otay Ranch Villages 2, 3
and 4, dated September 14, 2004, by Hunsaker & Associates. The Hunsaker studies assessed
the existing and developed condition drainage conditions for the entire Villages 2, 3 and
portion of 4 areas.

Three Preliminary Drainage Studies have been prepared to assess the pre-developed and the
post developed condition peak runoff rates from the proposed Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Project. The three studies are entitled:

e TM Drainage Study for Otay Ranch Village 2 North, November 13, 2013 by
Hunsaker & Associates.

e TM Drainage Study for Otay Ranch Village 2 West, November 13, 2013 by Hunsaker
& Associates.

e TM Drainage Study for Otay Ranch Village 2 South & R-15c, November 13, 2013 by
Hunsaker & Associates.

Depending upon the area within the project, the Preliminary Drainage Studies will be referred
to as either the Hunsaker Drainage Study North or the Hunsaker Drainage Study West or the
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Hunsaker Drainage Study South throughout this PFFP.

The treatment of the runoff from the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project is addressed in
the Water Quality Technical Report (WQTR). For the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project
there are three reports:

e Water Quality Technical Report for Otay Ranch Village 2 North Tentative Map,
dated November 13, 2013, by Hunsaker & Associates.

e Water Quality Technical Report for Otay Ranch Village 2 West Tentative Map, dated
November 13, 2013, by Hunsaker & Associates.

e Water Quality Technical Report for Otay Ranch Village 2 South & R-15¢ Tentative
Map, dated November 13, 2013, by Hunsaker & Associates.

Depending upon the area within the project, the WQTR’s will be referred to as the Hunsaker
WQTR North, or Hunsaker WQTR West or Hunsaker WQTR South throughout this PFFP.
The proposed design will utilize on-site Low Impact Development (LID), Best Management
Practices (BMPs) and Bioretention Integrated Management Practices (IMP’s) Treatment
Controls to treat the 85" percentile flow from the development.

Project Processing Requirements

The SPA Plan and the PFFP are required to address the following issues for drainage issues:
1. Identify phased demands.

2. Identify locations of facilities for onsite and offsite improvements.

3. Provide cost estimates.

4. Identify financing methods.

Existing Conditions

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project area consists of rolling hills with arroyos draining
to canyons that flow west and south away from the Otay Reservoir basin. The natural
drainage basin for Village 2 is a combination of watersheds that drain directly into Poggi
Canyon from the north and west portions of Village 2 and Wolf Canyon from the south
portions of Village 2. The current Village 2 SPA Plan was approved in 2006. Since that
time, development has begun on portions of Village 2. The topography of the northern
portions of Village 2 has been mass graded into pads, developed residential units, and
roadways. Runoff from the developing northern portions of Village 2 drains into Poggi
Canyon. Drainage from both Poggi Canyon and Wolf Canyon ultimately flows into the Otay
River, which is south of Village 2.

Poggi Canyon

The constructed Poggi Canyon Creek channel runs along the north side of Olympic
Parkway and then crosses under Olympic Parkway at the southern boundary of Village 1,
near the northwest corner of Otay Ranch High School, where it runs along the northern
boundary of Village 2. The runoff from the existing development located to the north
and east flows in a westerly direction via the Poggi Canyon Creek channel on the north
side of Olympic Parkway through Otay Ranch Village 1. Flows from the northeastern
portion of Village 2 (south of Olympic Parkway) are conveyed to this channel via a 48-
inch RCP. Runoff from the Otay Ranch High School site flows together with the runoff
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in the Poggi Canyon Creek at the downstream headwall south of Olympic Parkway.
Between the Otay Ranch High School site and Heritage Road, this runoff combines with
the runoff from the undeveloped Village 2 site from the south and conveyed via an
existing trapezoidal channel. The combined runoff from Village 1 and the undeveloped
Village 2 flows under Santa Victoria Road and into the existing Poggi Canyon Regional
Detention Facility. This detention basin is located on the west side of Village 2 adjacent
to Olympic Parkway. The Poggi Canyon Creek contains several drop structures and
energy dissipater devices along its path, which are designed to keep volumes under
control and reduce erosion. The existing detention facility was designed to mitigate the
100-year developed condition peak flow rate in Poggi Canyon below the predeveloped
100-year peak flow. According to the Master Drainage Study for Poggi Canyon Creek,
October 14, 1999, the pre-developed 100-year flow at the detention basin location was
determined to be roughly 1,300 cubic feet per second (cfs).

Wolf Canyon

Rolling hills and heavily grazed land characterizes the Wolf Canyon watershed. The
Wolf Canyon area east of the proposed extension of La Media (south of Birch Parkway)
will consist of the Village 7 development, which is currently under construction, and the
proposed Eastern Urban Center. Wolf Canyon’s main drainage course forms the
southern and eastern boundary of Village 2 and the northern boundary for the Village 4
park site. A large tributary confluences with Wolf Canyon Creek near the downstream
limit of Village 2. A significant portion of the Village 2 property drains to this tributary
while the remainder drains directly to Wolf Canyon Creek. After the confluence, the
creek flows in a southerly direction just east of the Village 3 property where it discharges
runoff to the Otay River south of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project site.

Tentative Maps

The Developer of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project has submitted four
Tentative Maps (TM) to be concurrently processed with the SPA Plan Amendment.
These four TM’s are referred to as the Village 2 North TM, Village 2 West TM, Village
2 South TM and the R-15¢ TM . The following discussion presents a summary of the
pre-developed existing conditions of each TM or sub-area of the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan:

A. Village 2 North TM:
According to the Hunsaker Drainage Study, the Village 2 North TM site is composed
of two general watersheds. The watershed on the west side of the site is currently
rough graded and slopes towards the west at a flat grade. Hunsaker used the Rough
Grading Hydrology Study for Otay Ranch Village 2 North, March 2, 2007, Hunsaker
& Associtates for the western watershed values. For details see the Hunsaker
Drainage Study.

The eastern watershed of the Village 2 North TM is currently comprised of open
space natural steep slopes and a rough graded future park site pad. The park pad
slopes towards the north and contains a sediment basin, riser, and outlet storm drain.
The storm drain from the park pad connects to an existing system which extends both
upstream and downstream of the park. The hydrologic analysis for this watershed is
included in the Hunsaker Drainage Study North. The runoff from this watershed
confluences with Poggi Canyon flows.
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Table K.1 below summarizes the 50-year pre-development peak flows to each of the
delineated watersheds. Per the City of Chula Vista Subdivision Manual, runoff
coefficients of 0.30 and 0.60 were assumed for the park pad and steep vegetated
slopes, respectively.

Table K.1
Village 2 North TM
Summary of Pre-Developed Flows to Poggi Channel

Watershed Name Drainage Area (ac) 50-Year Peak Flow (cfs)
Western 67.32 177.55
Eastern 83.26 166.35
Total 150.58 343.90

Source: Hunsaker Drainage Study

. Village 2 West TM:

The existing Village 2 West TM project area topography consists of rolling hills
covered mainly by native brush and incised with canyons that partition the site into
the various watersheds. The southern watershed boundary is defined by the Otay
Landfill grading. The Hunsaker Drainage Study West for this site only included the
area immediately west of the Heritage Road and the future Santa Victoria Road. The
additional watersheds shown on the Hunsaker Drainage Study West exhibits were
included for informational and comparison purposes between the existing and
ultimate development of Village 2 West. The natural drainage channels located
throughout Village 2 West drain to the northwest and the existing Poggi Canyon
Detention Basin. The detention basin was sized to accommodate runoff from this
project as well as the other portions of the Village 2, which drain towards Poggi
Canyon. Runoff from the detention basin merges with the Otay River downstream.
The Otay River ultimately empties into San Diego Bay.

Table K.2 below summarizes the 100-year pre-development peak flows to each of the
delineated watersheds. Runoff coefficients for this site were based on the City of
Chula Vista Subdivision Manual. Supporting calculations for the data presented in
Table K.2 are located in the Hunsaker Drainage Study.

Table K.2
Village 2 West TM
Summary of Pre-Developed Flows to the Otay River

Watershed Name Drainage Area (ac) 100-Year Peak Flow (cfs)
West 31.46 66.07
West-Central 2.63 7.69
East-Central 1.04 3.22
East 109.19 187.67
Total 144.32 264.65

Source: Hunsaker Drainage Study
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C.

Village 2 South & R-15¢c TM:

The northerly portion of the Village 2 South TM includes approximately 46 acres
from Village 2 North and will convey its runoff through Village 2 South. The
topography within the North Portion is varied throughout and consisting of steep
slopes, hilly areas, mass graded pads, and areas for stormwater detention. The
North Portion runoff drains southward and empties into Wolf Canyon. Wolf
Canyon merges with the Otay River approximately one mile downstream of the
developed North Portion.

The topography for the existing Heritage Road Portion consists of farmland, rolling
hills, native vegetation, and incised canyons that partition the area into the various
watersheds. The northern watershed boundary is defined by the grading which has
occurred for the Otay Landfill. The westernmost watershed boundary has been set at
the limits of the existing commercial businesses mostly consisting of vehicle
junkyards and parts stores. These watersheds all drain into the Otay River. The
defined ‘Heritage Road Portion’ watershed has its downstream outlet point located
approximately one-half mile downstream of the Wolf Canyon confluence into the
Otay River. The Otay River flows from east to west and ultimately empties into the
San Diego Bay.

Table K.3 on the following sheet summarizes the 100-year pre-development peak
flows to each of the delineated watersheds. Hunsaker & Associates used runoff
coefficients pursuant to the City of Chula Vista Subdivision Manual. Supporting
calculations for the data presented in Table K.3 are located in Chapter 3 of the
Hunsaker Drainage Study South. Further, the corresponding hydrology maps are
located in the Hunsaker Drainage Study South, Chapter 7.

Table K.3
Village 2 South & R-15¢ TM
Summary of Pre-Developed Flows
.. .. | Node Number on Discharge . 100-Year Peak
ALTSEET (Etaalt Hunsaker Exhibit Locatio% DITEIERE - 7E6 (B Flow (cfs)
Northllli’lortion 138 Wolf Canyon 251 454
1.2
Heritage Road 105 Otay River 47 64
Portion
1.2
Heritage Road 214 Otay River 95 145
Portion
1.2
Heritage Road 407 Otay River 118 141
Portion
Total 511 804
Source: Hunsaker Drainage Study
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Proposed Facilities

Storm Drainage

A. Village 2 North TM

The Village 2 North TM will consist of multi-family units, open spaces, a park, and two
CPF sites. The TM maodifies the existing condition by extending the park site west;
adding a CPF site within the eastern portion of the park area; the slope area along the
northern portion has been moved north; and the proposed residential areas and streets
within Neighborhoods R-8b and R-9b have been increased. In addition, Neighborhood
R-8C was added along the northeastern slope.

As with the Pre-developed analysis discussed previously, the Developed Condition was
separated into two watersheds by Hunsaker. For comparison purposes, the Hunsaker
Drainage Study North uses downstream points that were made to coincide for both the
pre and post condition models (see Hunsaker Drainage Study North for analysis details).

The downstream end of the western watershed ties into an existing storm drain, which
connects to the Heritage Road storm drain. This storm drain outlets into Poggi Canyon
at the southwest corner of the Heritage Road-Olympic Parkway intersection. The water
guality treatment of runoff from the western watershed is being accomplished via a
vortechnic-stormfilter treatment units located upstream of the outlet into Poggi Canyon
at Heritage Road. The newly permitted areas of the Village 2 North TM shall include
additional water quality measures (See Hunsaker WQTR West for additional
information).

The downstream end of the eastern watershed outlets upstream of its confluence with
Poggi Canyon northwest of the Otay Ranch High School. A headwall and rip rap has
been proposed by Hunsaker to reduce velocities at the outlet. A vortechnic- stormfilter
treatment unit has been previously approved, per the Otay Ranch Village 2 Phase 1
Grading Plans, to treat the developed areas upstream of the outlet excluding the
flows from Neighborhood R-8C. Water quality treatment for Neighborhood R-8C will
be accomplished with a new bioretention basin located at the bottom of the
constructed slope south of Poggi Canyon.

Table K.4
Village 2 North TM
Summary of Pre vs. Post-Developed Condition Flows to Otay River

Pre-Developed Post-Developed Difference

Watershed
Name

50-Year
Peak Flow
(cfs)

Drainage
Area

(ac)

50-Year Peak
Flow (cfs)

Drainage
Area (ac)

50-Year Peak |Drainage Area
Flow (cfs) (ac)

Western

67.32* 177.55 59.38 140.12 7.94 37.43

Eastern

83.26 166.35 84.33 185.52 -1.07 19.17

Total

150.58* 343.90 143.71 325.64 -6.87 -18.26

*-Includes double-counted acreage within the eastern portion of the western watershed.

Source: Hunsaker Drainage Study
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Table K.4 summarizes the cumulative effects of the Village 2 North TM development.
The table shows a reduction of area and anticipated runoff when both watersheds are
summed up. According to the Hunsaker Drainage Study North, the discrepancy in
acreage was attributed to the values used for the existing condition hydrology scenario
for the western watershed. The scenario and model used was a conservative ‘Ultimate’
build out design. This was necessary in order to adequately design the downstream storm
drain infrastructure. Therefore, the pre-developed figures in the table above double-count
acreage on the eastern side of the western watershed.

The existing storm drain infrastructure within the western watershed was constructed
based on an ‘Ultimate’ build out scenario which included the areas per the Hunsaker
Drainage Study North. Therefore, the existing storm drain system within the western
watershed will adequately convey the proposed developed flows. The revised flows for
the eastern watershed will also not adversely affect the existing storm drain system since
the changes proposed will be minor and will occur at the downstream end of the existing
storm drain system which currently has available capacity. Neighborhood R-8C will
include storm drain and inlets to capture and convey runoff north towards the proposed
water quality basin and then into Poggi Canyon.

B. Village 2 West TM

The Village 2 West TM will consist of residential dwelling units, park sites, open space
areas and paved roads. According to the Hunsaker Drainage Study West, the hydrologic
boundary is approximately 48.18 acres with approximately 28.28 acres being graded for
residential units, parks, and roads. The boundary is illustrated in the ‘Developed
Condition Hydrology Map Exhibit in the Hunsaker Drainage Study. The project area is
located in the western portion of Village 2, immediately west of Heritage Road and
south of Olympic Parkway.

Storm drain facilities will be constructed from the developed residential areas to the
existing Poggi Canyon Detention Basin via Santa Victoria Road. Future developments
along the storm drain route will need to tie into it. The Developed Condition Hydrology
Map includes the ultimate build-out scenario to account for expected runoff and to
correctly design the proposed storm drain infrastructure along Santa Victoria Road.

Table K.5 summarizes the effects of site development at the receiving Otay River.
Supporting calculations for the data presented in the table is located in the Hunsaker
Drainage Study West report.

Table K.5
Village 2 West TM
Summary of Pre vs. Post-Developed Condition Flows to Otay River

Condition Drainage Area (acres) 100-Year Peak Flow (cfs)
Pre-Developed 144.32 264.65
Post-Developed 160.2 630.54

Difference +15.88* +365.89

* =Area diverted along northern project boundary and area double-counted for ephemeral stream.

Source: Hunsaker Drainage Study
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The development of the Village 2 West TM results in a net increase of runoff discharge
of about 366 cfs. However, the entire Village 2 West was included in the Poggi Canyon
Channel and Detention Basin analysis included in the Master Drainage Study for Otay
Ranch Village 2, 3, & 4, July 14, 2005, Hunsaker & Associates. Hunsaker determined that
the predeveloped Q100 inflow to the detention basin was determined to be 1,320 cfs.
Peak flow attenuation performed by the detention basin will decrease basin (Q100)
inflows from 2,295 cfs to 1,115 cfs, which is less than the pre-developed condition.
Therefore, Poggi Canyon Channel will be able to handle the expected developed flows.

The main storm drain outlet proposed for the Village 2 West TM outlets into the Poggi
Canyon Detention Basin. A water quality basin treats runoff tributary to the main storm
drain. The discussion, calculations, and analysis regarding water quality for Village 2
West TM are included in the Hunsaker Drainage Study West.

Prior to discharge from the site, all developed site runoff will receive full water quality
treatment in accordance with the current City of Chula Vista Storm Water Manual
standards applicable at the time of final engineering. The project will be designed to
avoid violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Storm
water treatment design is further discussed in the Hunsaker WQTR West.

C. Village 2 South & R-15¢ TM

The Hunsaker Drainage Study analyzes the Village 2 South & R-15¢ TM’s. The Village
2 South TM consists of approximately 174.6 acres of planned single family residential,
multi-family residential, a CPF, industrial, and open spaces. The R-15c is approximately
.73 acres and includes the extension of Heritage Road to Main Street. Similar to the pre-
developed analysis, the developed scenario was analyzed by Hunsaker separately as two
watersheds; the ‘North Portion’ and the ‘Heritage Road Portion’. Table K.6 below
summarizes the effects of site development at the receiving Otay River.

Table K.6
Village 2 South & R-15¢ TM
Summary of Pre vs. Post-Developed Condition Flows to Otay River

Condition Drainage Area (Acres) 100-Year Peak Flow (Cfs)
Pre-Developed 511 804
Post-Developed 558 1,174

Difference +47* + 370

™ =Area diverted along eastern project boundary in Heritage Road portion

Source: Hunsaker Drainage Study

The Hunsaker Drainage Study South concluded that the development of Village 2 South
and R-15c combined with the preliminary site layout for Village 3 will result in a net
cumulative runoff increase of 370 cfs discharged to Otay River and Wolf Canyon.
These increases can be attributed to the future development of the adjacent Village 3
project and the area diversion created towards Heritage Road. Overall, Hunsaker’s
calculations for the North Portion indicate a runoff reduction into Wolf Canyon due to
the detention basin.
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Although the construction of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan will increase the 100-
year routed peak flow from the Poggi Canyon detention basin no additional detention is
necessary. This is because the basin's routed 100-year outflow is less than the pre-
development 100-year peak flowrate at the same location. The Poggi Canyon detention basin
was not designed to treat first flush runoff. Thus, a combination of Vortech and storm filter
treatment units will be provided to treat runoff from the site prior to discharge to Poggi
Canyon Creek or Wolf Canyon

Storm Water Quality

Urban runoff discharged from municipal storm water conveyance systems has been identified
by local, regional, and national research programs as one of the principal causes of water
guality problems in most urban areas. The Municipal Storm Water Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (Municipal Permit), originally issued on February 21,
2001 to the City of Chula Vista, the County of San Diego, the Port of San Diego, and 17
other cities in the region by the SDRWQCB, requires re-issuance every 5 years. The City of
Chula Vista and the other aforementioned County jurisdictions must update their
development and implementation of storm water regulations every 5 years to address the
storm water pollution issues in private and public development planning and construction
projects.

The City requires that sufficient information and analysis on how the project will meet the
water quality requirements shall be provided as part of the Tentative Map and/or Site Plan
review process. In this manner, the type, location, cost, and maintenance characteristics of
the selected BMPs will be given consideration during the project planning and design.
Therefore, the City requires that prior to approval of any Tentative Map and/or Site Plan for
the project, whichever occurs first, the applicant shall obtain the approval of the City
Engineer of a Water Quality Technical Report containing specific information and analysis
on how the project will meet the requirements of the City of Chula Vista Storm Water and
Discharge Control Ordinance and the NPDES Municipal Permit (including the Final Model
SUSMP for the San Diego Region).

During the construction phase, the project will be subject to the requirements of the General
Construction Permit. The project will meet the requirements of the General Construction
Permit by implementing a site-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and
incorporating temporary best management practices (BMPs) for the control of sediment and
non-visible pollutants. The site inspection requirements and site-specific Storm Water
Sampling and Analysis Strategy (SWSAS) required in the SWPPP will provide
recommendations for storm water testing to evaluate the effectiveness of the BMPs.
Adjustments to the BMPs will be made as necessary to maintain or improve their
effectiveness.

The completed project will incorporate a Post-Construction Storm Water Operation and
Management Plan as a requirement for termination of coverage under the General
Construction Permit. The completed project will also require treatment of runoff that occurs
during the initial stage of a storm event based on the numeric sizing criteria established in the
Municipal Permit adopted by the SDRWQCB on February 21, 2001. The completed project
will incorporate a treatment train of non-structural and structural BMPs that may include but
are not limited to: property owner education, stenciled inlets, street and parking lot sweeping,
landscaping, biofilters, filtration devices, hydrodynamic separators, and/or drainage inserts to
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meet the applicable requirements of the General Construction Permit, the Municipal Permit,
and the Model SUSMP.

Biofilters, grass swales or strips, are flow-based site design BMPs that are designed to
remove sediment, heavy metals, and oil and grease from areas such parking lots. Filtration
devices are flow-based structural BMPs designed to remove the following pollutants'
sediment, nutrients, heavy metals, organic compounds, trash and debris, oxygen demanding
substances, bacteria, oil, and grease. Hydrodynamic separators are flow-based structural
BMPs designed to remove sediment, trash, and debris. Drainage inserts are flow-based
structural BMPs designed to remove trash and debris.

A. Village 2 North TM

According to the Hunsaker WQTR North, multiple LID-based BMP's are proposed to
treat the 85" percentile runoff from the site prior to discharge to the proposed storm drain
within the Village 2 North development. The proposed BMPs and methodologies on the
Village 2 North TM are consistent with the recently approved Tentative Map CVT 11-05
(Village 2 R-8a, R-8b & R-9b, R-5b, R-10b, R-11) approved in February 2012.
However, the runoff from Neighborhood R-8C will receive water quality treatment
downstream of the neighborhood via a water quality basin

The pervious area of the proposed park area is considered self-treating. East of the
park, the future owner/developer of the CPF site will be responsible for the treatment
of stormwater flows in accordance with the governing water quality requirements at the
time of construction prior to the receiving storm drain system. Runoff generated by any
interim mass graded pad (such as the park and CPF sites) will drain to a desilting basin
that will be sized and located for each respective pad. For mass graded pads, desilting
basins will be designed and located to target sediment prior to discharging flows to the
receiving storm drain system. Applicable erosion control measures for permanent
stabilization will comply with CASQA Handbook measures and as indicated by each
area's SWPPP.

Locations of the BMP's are illustrated and described in the Hunsaker WQTR North.
The combination of proposed construction and permanent BMP's will reduce, to the
maximum extent practicable, the expected project pollutants and will not adversely
impact the beneficial uses of the receiving waters.

Downstream erosion or increased runoff resulting from the construction of this project is
being addressed by detention basins that are proposed in Poggi Canyon, Wolf Canyon
and Otay Valley Road downstream of proposed storm drain outfalls.

B. Village 2 West TM

According to the Hunsaker WQTR West, multiple LID-based BMP's are proposed to
treat the 85™ percentile runoff from the site prior to discharge to the proposed storm drain
within the Village 2 West TM development. Portions of the street areas at the eastern
and western ends of Santa Victoria Road are not part of the drainage watershed tributary
to the proposed bioretention basin. These areas will receive water quality treatment via
linear bioretention swales. The 85™ percentile flows will be captured along the gutter
with intermittent curb cuts that will direct flows to bioretention areas within the available
parkway area directly behind the curb.
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The proposed bioretention basin located at the southwest corner of the Olympic Parkway-
Santa Victoria Road intersection will treat runoff from the Village 2 West TM street and
residential areas only. Future industrial development areas to the south or the residential
areas north of Santa Victoria Road will be required to treat their own respective
stormwater runoff in accordance with the governing water quality requirements at the
time of construction prior to discharging to the receiving storm drain system.

Per the Technical Memorandum: Susceptibility Analysis of Poggi Creek, January 2013,
Tory Walker Engineering, Inc., and the Technical Memorandum: Urban Infill
Hydromodification Exemption, Otay Ranch Village 2 West, January 2013, by Tory
Walker Engineering, Inc., the Otay Ranch Village 2 West project satisfies the conditions
for an infill exemption' and is exempt from hydromodification compliance. The two
studies in conjunction with each other state that ‘the recommended BMPs must only
satisfy water quality constraints per the City of Chula Vista SUSMP requirements'.

Future development of each mass graded pad will be the responsibility of the future
builder, ensuring that all future developed runoff from these aforementioned pads are
treated in accordance with the governing water quality requirements at the time of
construction prior to discharging to the receiving storm drain system.

Locations of the BMP's are illustrated and described in the Hunsaker WQTR West. The
combination of proposed construction and permanent BMP's will reduce, to the
maximum extent practicable, the expected project pollutants and will not adversely
impact the beneficial uses of the receiving waters.

. Village 2 South TM

According to the Hunsaker WQTR South and similar to the North and South projects,
multiple LID-based BMP's are proposed to treat the 85" percentile runoff from the site
prior to discharge to the proposed storm drain within the Village 2 South TM
development. Hunsaker proposes Multiple LID-based BMP’s to treat the 85th
percentile runoff from the site prior to discharge to the proposed storm drain within the
Village 3 development. Stormwater treatment for the Heritage Road Portion will be
provided via linear bioretention areas. The 85th percentile flows will be captured along
the gutter with intermittent curb cuts that will direct flows to bioretention areas within
the available parkway area behind the curb.

There are bioretention basins proposed within the North Portion of the Village 2 South
development that will treat the industrial and residential areas and streets which are
tributary to them. Since the North Portion watershed outlets into Wolf Canyon, the
project is required to address hydromodification per the City of Chula Vista SUSMP
and HMP. The Hunsaker Drainage Study South includes the hydromodification analysis
performed for the residential portions of Village 2 South and the Heritage Road portion.
However, since the Otay River is listed as an ‘Exempt River Reach’ per the County’s
Final Hydromodification Management Plan, the Heritage Road portion is exempt from
addressing HMP requirements.

Hunsaker & Associates considered many alternate treatment BMPs, including media
filters, drainage inserts, hydrodynamic separators, tree wells, and wet ponds.
Bioretention IMPs and LID Site Design BMPs were deemed to be the most effective
and feasible BMP treatment for the Otay Ranch Village 2 South development.
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Locations of the proposed BMP’s as well as typical street details of the proposed BMP’s
for Heritage Road are shown in the Hunsaker Drainage Study South. Low Impact
Design (LID) BMP’s will be implemented on this project site to the maximum extent
practicable to ensure water quality treatment is maximized throughout the development.

Locations of the BMP's are illustrated and described in the Hunsaker WQTR South.
Low Impact Design (LID) BMP’s will be implemented on this project site to the
maximum extent practicable to ensure water quality treatment is maximized throughout
the development. The combination of proposed construction and permanent BMP’s will
reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, the expected project pollutants and will not
adversely impact the beneficial uses of the receiving waters.

XI1.6 Financing Drainage Facilities

A. Onsite Facilities
City policy requires that all master planned developments provide for the conveyance of
storm waters throughout the project to City engineering standards. The project will be
required to construct all onsite facilities that have not yet been identified through the
processing of a subdivision.

In newly developing areas east of 1-805, it is the City’s policy that development projects
assume the burden of funding all maintenance activities associated with drainage
facilities. As such, the City will enter into an agreement with the project applicant
whereby maintenance of drainage facilities will be assured by one of the following
funding methods:

1. A property owner’s association that would raise funds through fees paid by each
property owner; or

2. A Community Facilities District (CFD) established over the entire project to raise
funds through the creation of a special tax for drainage maintenance purposes.

B. Offsite Facilities
There are no off-site drainage facilities required of the project. However, if other projects
do not complete an off-site drainage facility that is necessary for this project the applicant
may be required to complete the facility.

XIL7 Threshold Compliance and Recommendations

A. Compliance
1. The planned development of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan will not
adversely impact the existing natural drainage condition. The increased runoff due to
the development will be mitigated by use of detention basins as identified in the
following studies:

o Master Drainage Study, for Otay Ranch Villages 2, 3 & 4, dated July 14, 2005,
by Hunsaker & Associates.

e TM Drainage Study for Otay Ranch Village 2 North, November 13, 2013 by
Hunsaker & Associates.

e TM Drainage Study for Otay Ranch Village 2 West, November 13, 2013 by
Hunsaker & Associates.
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2.

e TM Drainage Study for Otay Ranch Village 2 South & R-15c¢, November 13,
2013 by Hunsaker & Associates.

Prior to approval of a Tentative Map and/or Site Plan by the Design Review
Committee, whichever occurs first, applicant shall demonstrate compliance with the
City of Chula Vista Storm Water and Discharge Control Ordinance and the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Permit (including the
Final Model SUSMP for the San Diego Region). The Applicant shall obtain the
approval of the City Engineer of a Water Quality Technical Report that includes the
following elements:

a. Description of project characteristics, site conditions, flow patterns, pollutants
emanating from the project site, and conditions of concern.

b. Description of site design and source control BMPs considered and to be
implemented.

c. Description of applicable treatment control BMPs considered and to be
implemented to reduce or treat the identified pollutants. Treatment control BMPs
may be selected from those post-construction BMPs analyzed in the Water
Quality Report prepared by Rick Engineering or similar type of BMPs as
approved by the City Engineer.

d. Justification for selection of the proposed treatment control BMP(s) including 1)
targeted pollutants, justification, and alternative analysis, 2) design criteria
(including calculations), 3) pollutants removal information (other than vendors
specifications), and 4) literature references.

e. Site plan depicting locations of the proposed treatment control BMPs; and

f.  Operation and maintenance plan for the proposed treatment control BMPs.

B. Recommendations

1.

The project shall be responsible for the conveyance of storm water flows in
accordance with City Engineering Standards. The City Engineering Division will
review all plans to ensure compliance with such standards.

The project shall incorporate urban runoff planning in each Tentative Map.

The project shall be required to comply with all current regulations related to water
guality including best management practices (BMPs) for the construction and post
construction phases of the project. Both the future land development construction
drawings and associated reports shall be required to include details, notes and
discussions relative to the required or recommended BMPs.

The project applicant will assure the maintenance of drainage facilities-by a property
owner’s association that would raise funds through fees paid by each property owner
and/or participation in a Community Facilities District (CFD) established over the
entire project to raise funds through the creation of a special tax for drainage
maintenance purposes.

Additional drainage analysis may be required at the tentative map phase of the
project to demonstrate the adequacy of the proposed on-site storm drain system(s)
and the existing storm drain connections.

Future drainage reports shall be prepared by the Applicant, as required by the City of
Chula Vista, for the final engineering phase(s) of the project.

117 Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP



VORTECH/
STORMFILTER

Chula Vista
Fire Station #7

Otay Ranch
ic VILLAGE OF

High School SANTA VENETIA

{Village 6)

—] Birch
= Road

EXISTING
VORTECH/
STORMFILTER

VORTECH/
STORMFILTER

Hpey &

VORTECH/
STORMFILTER

WOLF
CANYON
DETENTION
BASIN

POGGIE CYN
DETENTION BASIN

VILLAGE 4

e
e "‘|,’
L woLF cANYON
gg~  DETENTION BASIN

-7

VORTECH/
STORMFILTER

o 500" 1000 i
Dimensions & Locations Shown VIALAGE 3
are te.

VORTECH /

STORMFILTER

LEGEND
,  Bxisting Storm Drain
/  Line Sized
Storm Drain

Line Sized

(or equivalent)

,._ Vortech and StormFilter
A

Detention Basin

Water Quality / Hydromodification
* Basin

Source: Draft Village of Montecito & Otay Ranch Business Park SPA Plan, July 2014

Proposed Drainage Facilities
Exhibit 14

118 Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Supplemental PFFP



XII.

X1
XI.2
X3

AIR QUALITY

City Threshold Standards
The GMOC shall be provided with an Annual Report which:

1. Provides an overview and evaluation of local development projects approved during the
prior year to determine to what extent they implemented measures designed to foster air
quality improvement pursuant to relevant regional and local air quality improvement
strategies.

2. ldentifies whether the city’s development regulations, policies, and procedures relate to,
and/are consistent with current, applicable federal, state, and regional air quality
regulations and programs.

3. ldentifies non-development related activities being undertaken by the city toward
compliance with relevant federal, state, and local regulations regarding air quality, and
whether the city has achieved compliance.

The city shall provide a copy of said report to the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) for
review and comment. In addition, the APCD shall report on overall regional and local air
guality conditions, the status of regional air quality improvement implementation efforts
under the Regional Air Quality Strategy and related federal and state programs, and the effect
of those efforts/programs on the city of Chula Vista and local planning and development
activities.

Service Analysis

The City of Chula Vista has a Growth Management Element (GME) in its General Plan. One of
the stated objectives of the GME is to be proactive in its planning to meet federal and state air
quality standards. This objective is incorporated into the GME's action program.

To implement the GME, the City Council has adopted the Growth Management Program that
requires Air Quality Improvement Plans (AQIP) for major development projects (50 residential
units or commercial/industrial projects with equivalent air quality impacts). Title 19 (Sec.
19.09.0508) of the Chula Vista Municipal Code requires that a SPA submittal contain an AQIP.
The AQIP shall include an assessment of how the project has been designed to reduce emissions
as well as identify mitigation measures in accordance with the adopted AQIP Guidelines.

The Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 SPA Plan Project was previously evaluated under the
2002 AQIP Guidelines and, pursuant to those guidelines, opted to comply with the GreenStar
program. Subsequent to the adoption of the Villages 2, 3 and Portion of Village 4 SPA Plan, the
City updated the municipal code relative to energy efficient. As such, the Project is now required
to comply with the Green Building and Energy Efficiency Ordinances, CVMC 15.12 and
15.26.030 respectively, which require implementing sustainable design features and improving
building energy conservation 15% to 20% above 2008 State Energy Code requirements.
Therefore, the previous 2002 AQIP requirements related to GreenStar and the 2001 energy code
are no longer applicable and were removed from the AQIP Guidelines in 2009.

The Air Pollution Control District is responsible for the Air Quality Maintenance Program in
compliance with the California Clean Air Act. There is no local Master Plan for Air Quality.
Adequacy Analysis

The Air Quality Analysis for the Otay Ranch Village Two Comprehensive Specific Plan
Amendment (Air Quality Report) February 2014, Scientific Resources Associated (SRA),
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evaluated the potential for adverse impacts to the ambient air quality due to construction and
operational emissions resulting from the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project. Construction
would result in a temporary addition of pollutants to the local airshed caused by soil disturbance,
fugitive dust emissions, and combustion pollutants from on-site construction equipment, as well
as from off-site trucks hauling construction materials. The analysis concludes that the daily
construction emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds for criteria pollutants (See
Table L.1).

Table L.1
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)
Proposed Project Emissions

2014 25.83 91.02 118.11 0.20 10.76 4.97

2015 24.89 87.98 111.68 0.20 10.66 4.88

2016 23.65 85.58 106.25 0.20 10.61 4.83

2017 22.57 83.83 101.68 0.20 10.58 4.80

2018 21.65 82.39 97.83 0.20 10.57 4.79

2019 20.95 81.19 94.72 0.20 10.56 4,78

2020 20.42 79.54 92.41 0.20 10.54 4.77

2021 18.84 56.09 73.13 0.17 9.75 4.07

2022 18.20 55.12 71.32 0.17 9.75 4.06

2023 17.97 54.22 69.61 0.17 9.75 4.06

2024 17.52 54.05 68.03 0.17 9.75 4.06

2025 17.22 53.92 66.91 0.17 9.75 4.06
Maé:mggi‘ogj"y 25.83 91.02 118.11 0.20 10.76 4.97
Chula Vista Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

Source: Dudek
Operational Emissions
The Operational impacts associated with the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan project would
include impacts associated with vehicular traffic, as well as area sources such as natural gas use,
consumer products use, and architectural coatings use for maintenance purposes. Emissions
associated with project operations were estimated using the CalEEMod Model, based on the trip
generation rates in the C+R TIA. The trip generation rates in the C+R TIA provided for four
horizon years for the project: 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030. Emissions were calculated for each of
the four horizon years. The analysis includes measures that would reduce emissions, including
natural gas-fired fireplaces, meeting the City’s requirement of exceeding Title 24 energy
efficiency standards (as of 2008) by 15%, and project design features such as a mix of uses and
access to transit. The use of natural gas fireplaces is a project design feature. Table L.2 provides
a summary of the estimated operational emissions for the project.
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Table L.2
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Estimated Daily Maximum Operational Emissions — 2030 (pounds/day)
Proposed Project Emissions ‘ VOC ‘ NO, ‘ (6{0) \ SO, PMyq PM,s
Summer
Motor Vehicles 74.84 46.79 264.97 1.04 70.55 19.56
Area Sources 71.31 1.47 127.89 6.74e-003 2.80 2.78
Energy Use 0.72 6.19 2.81 0.04 0.50 0.50
Total 146.87 54.45 395.67 1.08 73.85 22.84
City of Chula Vista Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? Yes No No No No No
Winter
Motor Vehicles 90.28 49.69 281.17 0.99 70.55 19.57
Area Sources 71.31 1.47 127.89 6.74e-003 2.80 2.78
Energy Use 0.72 6.19 2.81 0.04 0.50 0.50
Total 162.31 57.35 411.87 1.03 73.85 22.85
City of Chula Vista Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes No No No No

Source: Dudek

As shown in Table L.2, operational emissions associated with the Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Plan project would exceed the City of Chula Vista’s significance thresholds for VOCs
and NOx for all buildout years. The emissions are attributable to vehicles and area sources,
including use of consumer products. Emissions associated with consumer products use
would occur regardless of the location of residences, and there are no available mitigation
measures that would reduce these emissions to below a level of significance. Emissions
associated with vehicles have been reduced in the project through implementation of project
design features, including incorporating a mix of uses into the project and access to transit
through access to MTS bus routes. Additionally, there is a potential for development of a
BRT station adjacent to the project site; however, no reductions have been included to
account for this future measure. There are no additional measures that would reduce
emissions associated with project operations to below a level of significance. Impacts would,
therefore, be significant and unavoidable.

The Global Climate Change Evaluation for the Otay Ranch Village Two Comprehensive
Specific Plan Amendment (GHG report), February 2014, prepared by Scientific Resources
Associated (SRA) evaluated the potential effect on global climate change, and emissions of
greenhouse gases were estimated based on the use of construction equipment and vehicle
trips associated with construction activities, as well as operational emissions once
construction phases are complete. The estimated GHG emissions associated with vehicular
traffic, area sources, electrical generation, water supply, and solid waste generation are shown
below in Table L.3. The estimated emissions of CO2E would be 30,811 metric tons per year
without the GHG reduction measures ("business as usual"), and 19,315 metric tons per year
with the GHG reduction measures. The results of the GHG inventory for emissions with
implementation of GHG reduction measures are presented in Table L.3.
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Table L.3
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan
Estimated Operational GHG Emissions (with Reductions)

Annual Emissions (metric tons/year)
Source CO, CH, N,0
Electrical Generation 1,104 0.0460 0.0123
Natural Gas Combustion 1,423 0.1583 0.0027
Water Supply 541 0.0226 0.0060
Solid Waste 245 14.46 0.0000
Motor Vehicles 14,707 0.1165 0.7163
Amortized Annual Construction Emissions 756 — —
Total 18,776 14.8034 0.7373
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 21 310
CO,E Emissions 18,776 311 229
Total CO,E Emissions 19,315
Business As Usual CO,E Emissions 30,811
Reduction 37.31%

X4

Source: Dudek

As shown in Table L.3, the proposed project would meet the significance threshold by
reducing operational GHG emissions by 37.31%. The emissions, with inclusion of GHG
reduction measures, would be below the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD)’s proposed threshold of 3,000 metric tons of CO2e, and would also exceed the
City of Chula Vista’s goal of 20% below business as usual, and the goal based on the Scoping
Plan of reducing emissions by 28.35% below business as usual.

With implementation of Chula Vista-required GHG reduction measures, the Project would
reduce GHG emissions by as much as 25%, therefore exceeding the target of 20% below
business as usual that has been established for the purposes of assessing operational GHG
emissions of projects in the City of Chula Vista. Furthermore, the Project would be
consistent with Section 15.26.030 of the City's Municipal Code by employing energy
efficient measures beyond those required by the Energy Code, resulting in a 15% reduction
in emissions generated by in-home energy use.

Threshold Compliance and Requirements

The City will continue to provide a development forecast to the APCD in conformance with
the threshold standard. See the Air Quality Analysis for the Otay Ranch Village Two
Comprehensive Specific Plan Amendment (Air Quality Report) April 25, 2014, Scientific
Resources Associated (SRA).

A. The applicant shall demonstrate consistency with Section 15.26.030 of the City's
Municipal Code by employing energy efficiency measures beyond those required by the
Energy Code, resulting in a 15% reduction in emissions generated by in-home energy
use.
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XIV.
XIV.1

XIV.2

XIV.3

XIV.4

CIVIC CENTER:
City Threshold Standards:

There are no adopted threshold standards for the Civic Center. Funds for the most recent
renovation of the Civic Center are tied to the collection of the PFDIF fees in effect at the time
building permits are issued.

Existing Conditions:

In July of 2001, the final master plan for the renovations to the Civic Center was approved by
City Council. Rebuilding the Civic Center was projected to cost approximately $50 million,
which was primarily funded by development fees (89%). The new City Hall Redevelopment,
the construction of the new Public Services Building and the gutting and remodeling of the
old Police Station for additional offices was completed in 2008.

Adequacy Analysis:

The need for the Civic Center cannot be easily related to population figures or acres of
commercial and industrial land which will be developed in the future. Expansion of the Civic
Center Complex included space planning, design, and construction to keep pace with demand
for additional work space. City Hall facilities have been renovated and now include a new
state of the art Council Chambers, a conversion of the old Police Station to additional office
space and rebuilding of the Public Services Building.

Financing Civic Center Facilities:

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 7, 2006 by adoption of Ordinance 3050. The PFDIF amount is subject
to change as it is amended from time to time. The Civic Center PFDIF Fee for Single Family
Development is $2,756/unit. The Civic Center PFDIF Fee for Multi-Family Development is
$2,610/unit. Only residential development impact fees apply to the project. The PFDIF
amount is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. At the current fee rate, the
project Civic Center Fee obligation at buildout is approximately $ 4,100,010 (see Table M.1).

Table M.1
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Public Facilities Fees For Civic Center

Land Use Dwelling Units Acres Fee/DU or Ac. Total Fees

Single Family -70 $2,756 -$192,920
Multi-Family 1632 $2,610 $4,259,520
Industrial 0 $2,779 $0
?:"c;’éfg eliieal 3.8 $8,792 $33,410
Total 1562 $4,100,010

Table M.1 is only an estimate. Actual fees at the time building permits are requested may be
different. PDIF Fees are subject to change depending upon City Council actions and or
Developer actions that change residential densities, industrial acreage or commercial
acreages.

Public Facility Fees for the Civic Center are to be paid prior to the issuance of building
permits at the rate in effect at the time payment is made.
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XV.

XV.1.

XV.2.

XV.3.

XV 4.

CORPORATION YARD

Threshold Standards:

There are no adopted threshold standards for the Corporation Yard.
Existing Conditions:

The 2.5 acre Corporate Yard Facility located at 1800 Maxwell Road was previously an
SDG&E equipment and repair facility. The city renovated and added new improvements for
the maintenance and repair of city owned equipment. This facility consists of a renovated
building that serves as the administration building for the Corporate Yard. The previous
SDG&E shop buildings were renovated and new shops added as well as a new maintenance
building. The Corporate Yard includes parking for employees, city vehicles and equipment.
In addition, there is a Bus Wash/Fuel Island/CNG and associated equipment on-site.

Adequacy Analysis:

The need for a Corporate Yard cannot be easily related to population figures or acres of
commercial and industrial land which will be developed in the future. The growth in
population, increase in street miles and the expansion of developed areas in Chula Vista,
requires more equipment for maintenance as well as more space for storage and the
administration of increased numbers of employees. The need for a larger Corporation Yard
has been specifically related to new development.

Financing Corporate Yard Facilities:

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 7, 2006 by adoption of Ordinance 3050. The PFDIF amount is subject to
change as it is amended from time to time. The Corporate Yard PFDIF Fee for Single Family
Development is $450/unit and for Multi-Family Development it is $360/unit. At the current fee
rate, the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Corporate Yard Fee obligation at build-
out is $585,033 (see Table N.1).

Table N.1
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Public Facilities Fees For Corporate Yard®'d
Land Use Dwelling Units Acres Fee/DU or Ac. Total Fees
Single Family -70 $450 $31,500
Multi-Family 1632 $360 $587,520
Industrial 0 $3,596 $0
Mixed Use Com’l 3.8 $7,635 $29,013
Total 1562 $585,033

Table M.1 is only an estimate. Actual fees may be different. PDIF Fees are subject to change
depending upon City Council actions and or Developer actions that change residential densities.
Actual fees may be different.

Corporate Yard facilities will be funded through the payment of the public facilities fees. Fees
shall be paid prior to the issuance of building permits at the rate in effect at the time payment is
made.
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The PDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Changes in the number of dwelling units,

Industrial Acreage or Commercial Acreage may affect the estimated fee.
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XVI.

XVI.1.

XVI1.2.

XVI.3.

OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES

Threshold Standard:

There are no adopted threshold standards for other facilities, which are part of the Public Facilities
Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) Program. The information regarding these capital items is being
provided in this section of the PFFP to aid the city in calculating the PFDIF to be paid by the Village
2 Comprehensive SPA project.

Existing Conditions:

The City collects funds from building permit issuance in the Eastern Territories for deposit to the
accounts associated with Administration costs only and not the other aforementioned public
facilities. Funds are not currently collected for records management, telecommunications,
computer systems and GIS.

Financing Other Public Facilities:

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 7, 2006 by adoption of Ordinance 3050. The PFDIF amount is subject to
change as it is amended from time to time. The Administration PFDIF Fee for Single-Family
Development is $601/unit and Multi-Family Development is $568/unit. At the current fee rate,
the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Other Public Facilities Fee obligation at build-out
is approximately $892,191 (see Table O.1).

Table O.1
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Public Facilities Fees For Other Public Facilities>®
Land Use Dwel_lmg Acres seabler Total Fees
Units Ac.
Single Family -70 $601 $0
Multi-Family 1632 $568 $ 926,976
Industrial 0 $606 $0
Mixed Use Com’l 3.8 $1,917 $7,285
Total 1562 $892,191

Table O.1 is an estimate only since PFDIF Fees are subject to change depending upon City Council
actions and or Developer actions that change residential densities. Actual fees may be different.

PFDIF Fees shall be paid prior to the issuance of building permits at the rate in effect at the time

payment is made.
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Industrial Acreage or Commercial Acreage may affect the estimated fee.

The PDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Changes in the number of dwelling units,
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XVII.

XVII.1.

XVII.2

XVIL3

XVIl.4

FISCAL ANALYSIS
Threshold Standard

A. The GMOC shall be provided with an annual fiscal impact report, which provides an
evaluation of the impacts of growth on the City, both in terms of operations and capital
improvements. This report should evaluate actual growth over the previous 12-month
period, as well as projected growth over the next 12-18 month period, and 3-5 year
period.

B. The GMOC shall be provided with an annual “development impact fee” report, which
provides an analysis of development impact fees collected and expended over the
previous 12-month period.

Project Processing Requirements

There is no existing Master Plan for fiscal issues. The SPA Plan and the PFFP are
required by the Growth Management Program to prepare a phased fiscal/economic report
dealing with revenue vs expenditures including maintenance and operations.

Project Description

Baldwin & Sons has prepared and submitted the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan, which
is an amendment that proposes land use changes in the Otay Ranch Village 2 SPA Plan and
will impact surrounding villages. The City of Chula Vista retained HR&A Advisors
(HR&A), an experienced fiscal consultant, to estimate the fiscal impacts of the proposed
amendment. The amendment proposes approximately 1,562 additional residential units, a
reduction in industrial land, additional community purpose facilities (CPF) acreage,
approximately 12.2 additional acres of new parkland, and a second elementary school in
Village 2.

The fiscal impact analysis evaluates the net fiscal impact of the Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Amendment (“Village 2 Amendment”) between 2014 and build out and reviews the
annual net fiscal impact of the approved Village 2 SPA (“Base Village 2 SPA”) across a
similar period, as a point of comparison.

Fiscal Analysis of Project

This section of the PFFP is based upon the Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis of Comprehensive
Village 2 Amendment, by HR&A Advisors, dated July 21, 2014. This FIA is referred to as
the HR&A FIA throughout this document. The HR&A FIA evaluates the net fiscal impact of
the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Amendment (“Village 2 Amendment”) between 2014 and
build out (“Future Build Out”), if and when it occurs, and reviews the annual net fiscal
impact of the approved Village 2 SPA (“Base Village 2 SPA”) across a similar period, as a
point of comparison.

The City of Chula Vista’s SPA Fiscal Impact Framework was used by HR&A to estimate the
net fiscal impacts. As prescribed in the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework, HR&A used
historical City of Chula Vista revenue and expenditure factors from the SPA Fiscal Impact
Framework to estimate fiscal revenues and expenditures expected to grow proportionally with
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new development. Special analysis models are used to estimate revenues, such as property
tax revenues, motor vehicle license fee (MVLF) in lieu revenues, and sales taxes that may not
grow proportionately with new development.

The detailed methodology of the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework is described in the
memorandum “SPA Fiscal Analysis —Fiscal Model Methodology Including the Development
of Fiscal Factors in the Analysis of SPA Proposals”, dated February 2008.

Fiscal Impacts

The HR&A FIA projects all the fiscal revenues and fiscal expenditures to the City of Chula
Vista as outlined in the City of Chula Vista’s SPA Fiscal Impact Framework. The fiscal
revenues are compared to the fiscal expenditures associated with the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan to estimate the net fiscal impact of the project. These are
summarized in Table P.1. The figures in this table have been adjusted to reflect 2014 dollars.
The HR&A FIA is attached as Appendix A and presents the detailed analysis of the project in
narrative and tabular form.

This fiscal impact analysis projects all fiscal revenues and fiscal expenditures to the City of
Chula Vista as outlined in the City of Chula Vista’s SPA Fiscal Impact Framework. Annual
fiscal revenues are compared to annual fiscal expenditures associated with the Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan and Base Village 2 SPA land use plans to estimate the net fiscal
impact of each scenario. The difference between the Base Village 2 SPA net fiscal impact
and the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan ’s net fiscal impacts is the opportunity cost of the
Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan .

According to the HR&A FIA, the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan will generate
approximately $215,000 to the City of Chula Vista in 2030. The Village 2 Comprehensive
SPA Plan is expected to generate approximately $5.8 million in annual revenues in 2030
(ear 17). With the large increment of new residential development, property taxes are the
greatest source of revenues, followed by MVLF In-Lieu revenues. The Village 2
Comprehensive SPA Plan is projected to generate approximately $5.6 million in annual fiscal
costs to the City of Chula Vista in 2030 (Year 17).

The Base Village 2 SPA is projected to generate an annual net fiscal cost during the current
year (Year 0) and a fiscal cost in Year 1, but is then expected to generate positive annual net
fiscal impacts going forward. The Base Village 2 SPA generates negative annual fiscal
impacts in 2014 (Year 1) and positive annual net impacts, thereafter (Year 2 through Future
Build Out). In 2030, the annual fiscal impact is projected to be approximately $607,000 to the
City of Chula Vista. The Base Village 2 SPA is expected to generate approximately $4.3
million in annual revenues in 2030 (Year 17). Similar to the Village 2 Amendment scenario,
property taxes are the greatest source of revenues, followed by MVLF In-Lieu revenues. The
Base Village 2 SPA is projected to generate $3.7 million in annual fiscal costs to the City of
Chula Vista in 2030 (Year 17).

Overall, the Base Village 2 SPA generates greater positive net fiscal impacts to the City of
Chula Vista relative to the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan. With a greater number of
total residential units, the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan generates greater annual fiscal
revenues relative to the Base Village 2 SPA, but also generates higher annual fiscal costs in
terms of public safety and costs driven by population. At Future Build Out, if and when it
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occurs, the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan will generate $429,000 in annual fiscal
revenues to the City of Chula Vista, compared to $835,000 generated by the Base Village 2.

Between 2014 and 2030, the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan generates net fiscal impact
of +$560,000 in present value at a discount rate of 4 percent. During that same period, the
Base Village 2 SPA generates a net fiscal impact of +$3.7 million in present value at a
discount rate of 4 percent.
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Table P.1
Village 2 Fiscal Impacts

Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan — Net Fiscal Impact Summary
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Future
Year O Year1 Year2 Year3 Yeard Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year8 Year9 Year 10 Year 11 Year12 Year13 Year14 Year15s Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
2014 Dofliar Inflation Facior 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069
Total Expenditures $762,848 $1,296,660 $1,648457 $2,033234 $2,530,553 $3,027872 $3495883 $3,839,754 $4,183,626 $4,559,057 $4,803,440 $4,991381 $5,128451 $5,265520 $5402,590 $5,551,957 $5560,474 $5,560,474 $5,688,890
Total Revenues $721,560 $1,187,790 $1,977,230 $2,187,104 $2621,626 $3,094067 $3489,629 $3810,038 $4,131,777 $4,468,073 $4,756,963 $4,949765 $5106870 $5,269,417 $5441,759 $5,626,089 $5744,845 $5775210 $6,118,040
Net Fiscal Impacts {2014
Dollars) {$41,288) ($108,870) $328773  $153,870 $91,073 $66,195 1$6,254)  ($29716)  {$51,849)  ($90,984)  ($46,477)  ($41,616)  ($21,580) $3.897 $39,168 $74,132  $184370  $214735  $429,149
Source: HR&A
Village 2 SPA — Net Impact Summary
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Future
Year 0 Year1 Year 2 Year3 Year4 Year 5 Years Year7 Year8 Year 9 Year 10 Year11 Year12 Year 13 Year14 Year 15 Year16 Year 17 Build Out
2014 Dollar Inflajion Facior 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069
Total Expenditures $758472  $1,292,258 $1,644,080 $2,028,630 $2,526,254 $3,045961 $3,545558 $3047,475 $3,655989 $3,664,502 $3,673,015 $3681,528 $3,690,042 $3,698,555 $3,707,068 $3,715582 $3,724,095 $3,724,095 $3,930,395
Total Revenues $721,559 $1,211,827 $2,016705 $2,243,847 $2,697,306 $3,188,471 $3,669,336 $3925074 $3,935621 $3,954345 $3,992759 $4,034,199 $4,078,525 $4,125815 $4,175361 $4,227,609 $4,282,458 $4,330,608 $4,763,068
Net Fiscal Impacis
{2014 Dollars) {$36912)  ($80,431) $372,625  $215217 $171,052 $142510 $123778  $277,599 $279,632  $289,843  $319743  $352,670  $388483  $427,050  $468,293  $512088  $558,363  $606,513  $832,672
Source: HR&A
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XVIII1.
XVIII.2.
XVIIIL3.

PUBLIC FACILITY FINANCE

Overview

All development within the City of Chula Vista must be in compliance with the City's
Growth Management Program. Appropriate public facility financing mechanisms are
required and approved by the City to fund the acquisition, construction and maintenance
of public facilities. New facilities will be required to support the planned development of
the project.

Public facilities are generally provided or financed in one or more of the following ways:
Subdivision Exaction, Development Impact Fee, and Debt Financing. It is anticipated
that two methods will be utilized for the Otay Ranch Village 2 ComprehensiveSPA
project to construct and finance public facilities.

Subdivision Exactions

Neighborhood level public improvements will be developed simultaneously with related
residential and non-residential subdivisions. Through the Subdivision Map Act, it is the
responsibility of the developer to provide for all local street, utility and recreation
improvements. The use of subdivision conditions and exactions, where appropriate, will
insure that the construction of neighborhood facilities is timed with actual development.

The imposition of subdivision conditions and exactions does not preclude the use of other
public facilities financing mechanisms to finance the public improvement, when appropriate.

Development Impact Fee Programs

Development Impact Fees are imposed by the City of Chula Vista and the Otay Municipal
Water District, consistent with State law, to contribute to the financing of capital facilities
improvements. Public infrastructure is constructed by the public agency or Developer with a
reimbursement or credit against specific fees. The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Project is
subject to fees established to help defray costs of facilities that will benefit the project. These
fees include but may not be limited to:

A. Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF): Established to provide financing for
circulation element road projects of regional significance.

B. Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF): Established to collect funds for

civic center facilities, police, corporation yard, libraries, fire suppression system,

recreation and administration.

Traffic Signal Fees: To pay for traffic signals associated with circulation element streets.

D. Park Acquisition and Development Fee — PAD Fee established to pay for the acquisition
and development of park facilities.

E. Otay Water District (OWD) Fees: The district may require annexation to an existing
improvement district or creation of some other finance mechanism that may result in
specific fees being modified.

F. Poggi Canyon and Wolf Canyon/Salt Creek Sewer Development Impact Fee: To pay
for sewer facilities within the Poggi Canyon and Wolf Canyon/Salt Creek basins.

G. Pedestrian Bridge Development Impact Fee: Established to collect funds to construct
two bridges connecting to Village 2: the West Olympic Parkway Pedestrian Over-
crossing (POC) between Village 1 and Otay Ranch High School, which is constructed,
and the South La Media POC between Village 2 and Village 6 at the intersection of
Santa Venetia and La Media.

o
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Debt Finance Programs

The City of Chula Vista has historically used assessment districts to finance a number of
street improvements, as well as sewer and drainage facilities. The OWD has used such
improvement districts for water system improvements. Both school districts have
implemented Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts to finance school facilities.

A. Assessment Districts
Special assessment districts may be proposed for acquiring, constructing and/or
maintaining certain public improvements under the Municipal Improvement Act of 1913
and the Improvement Bond Act of 1915. The City has suspended the use of the Lighting
and Landscape Act of 1972 for new open space district formation due to the passage
of Proposition 218. The administration of the special assessment district is the
responsibility of the public agency.

B. Community Facilities District (CFED)
On January 13, 1998, the City Council adopted the "City of Chula Vista statement
of goals and policies regarding the establishment of Community Facilities
Districts" (CFD's). The approval of this document ratified the use of CFD's as a
public financing mechanism for:

e The construction and/or acquisition of public infrastructure, and

e The financing of authorized public services, including services provided by open
space districts.

On April 28, 1998, the City Council enacted the "Chula Vista Community
Facilities District Ordinance." This ordinance adopted the Mello-Roos Act with
modifications to additionally include the following:

e Incorporate all maintenance activities authorized by the "Landscaping &
Lighting Act of 1972" (1972 Act) and

¢ Include maintenance activities not listed in the "Mello-Roos Act" or the 1972
Act."

Special assessment financing may be appropriate when the value or benefit of the

public facility can be assigned to specific properties. Assessments are levied in

specific amounts against each individual property on the basis of relative

benefit. Special assessments may be used for both publicly dedicated on-site and

off-site improvements.

C. Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982
The Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 authorizes formation of community
facilities districts, which impose special taxes to provide the financing of certain public
facilities or services. Facilities that can be provided under the Mello-Roos Act include
the purchase, construction, expansion, or rehabilitation of the following:

o Local park, recreation, or parkway facilities;
o Elementary and secondary school sites and structures;
e Libraries;

e Any other governmental facilities that legislative bodies are authorized to construct,
own or operate including certain improvements to private property.

In addition, the City has enacted an ordinance that adopted the Mello-Roos Act
with modifications to accomplish the maintenance of facilities.
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Other Methods Used to Finance Facilities

A

General Fund

The City of Chula Vista's general fund pays for many public services throughout the City.
Those facilities and services identified as being funded by general fund sources represent
those that will benefit not only the residents of the proposed project, but also Chula Vista
residents throughout the City. In most cases, other financing mechanisms are available to
initially construct or provide the facility or service, then general fund monies would only
be expected to fund the maintenance costs once the facility is accepted by the City.

. State and Federal Funding

These funds are rarely available to fund an entire project. Federal and State financial and
technical assistance programs have been available to public agencies, in particular the
public school districts.

Dedications
Dedication of sites by developers for public capital facilities is a common financing tool
used by many cities.

Homeowners Associations
One or more Community Homeowner Associations may be established by the developer
to manage, operate and maintain private facilities and common areas within the project.

Developer Reimbursement Agreements

Certain facilities that are off-site of project and/or provide regional benefits may be
constructed in conjunction with the development of the project. In such instances,
developer reimbursement agreements will be executed to provide for a future payback to
the developer for the additional cost of these facilities. Future developments are required
to pay back their fair share of the costs for the shared facility when development occurs.

Special Agreements/Development Agreement

This category includes special development programs for financing special arrangements
between the City and the developer such as credits against fees, waiver of fees, or charges
for the construction of specific facilities.

A development agreement can play an essential role in the implementation of the Public
Facilities Financing Plan. The Public Facilities Financing Plan clearly details all public
facility responsibilities and assures that the construction of all necessary public
improvements will be appropriately phased with actual development, while the
development agreement identifies the obligations and requirements of both parties.

Park Acquisition and Development Fees
Fee established to pay land and improvements by new development.

Public Facility Finance Policies

The following finance policies were included and approved with the Growth Management
Program to maintain a financial management system that will be implemented consistently
when considering future development applications. These policies will enable the City to
effectively manage its fiscal resources in response to the demands placed on the City by
future growth.
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A. Prior to receiving final approval, developers shall demonstrate and guarantee that
compliance is maintained with the City’s adopted threshold standards.

B. The Capital Improvement Program Budget will be consistent with the goals and
objectives of the Growth Management Program. The Capital Improvement Program
Budget establishes the timing for funding of all fee related public improvements.

C. The priority and timing of public facility improvements identified in the various City fee
programs shall be made at the sole discretion of the City Council.

D. Priority for funding from the City’s various fee programs shall be given to those projects
which facilitate the logical extension or provision of public facilities as defined in the
Growth Management Program.

E. Fee credits, reimbursement agreements, developer agreements or public financing
mechanisms shall be considered only when it is in the public interest to use them or these
financing methods are needed to rectify an existing facility threshold deficiency. Such
action shall not induce growth by prematurely extending or upgrading public facilities.

F. All fee credit arrangements or reimbursement agreements will be made based upon the
City’s plans for the timing and funding of public facilities contained in the Capital
Improvement Program Budget.

G. Public facility improvements made ahead of the City’s plans to construct the facilities
will result in the need for additional operating and maintenance funds. Therefore all such
costs associated with the facility construction shall become the responsibility of the
developer until such time as the City had previously planned the facility improvement to
be made.

Cumulative Debt

The City of Chula Vista has an established policy limiting the maximum debt to be placed on a
residential dwelling unit to an additional one percent above the property tax. This policy was
restated in the adopted Growth Management Program.

Like many other cities, Chula Vista has long understood that it is not the only agency that can
utilize public finance mechanisms and, therefore, cannot always guarantee that the total debt will
remain at or below a maximum of 2 percent. As a result, the City makes an effort to coordinate its
debt finance programs with the other special districts (schools and water), which provide service
to the residents of Chula Vista to ensure that the cumulative debt does not become excessive.
Coordination is also necessary to guarantee all public facilities needed to support a development
can be financed and constructed as needed.
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Lifecycle Cost

Section 19.09.060 Analysis subsection F(2) of the Growth Management Ordinance requires
the following:

"...The inventory shall include Life Cycle Cost ("LCC") projections for each element in
19.09.060(E)...as they pertain to City fiscal responsibility. The LCC projections shall be
for estimated life cycle for each element analyzed. The model used shall be able to
identify and estimate initial and recurring life cycle costs for the elements..."

Background

Life cycle costing (LCC) is a method of calculating the total cost of asset ownership over the
life span of the asset. Initial costs and all subsequent expected costs of significance are
included in the life cycle cost analysis as well as disposal value and any other quantifiable
benefits to be derived as a result of owning the asset. Operating and maintenance costs over
the life of an asset often times far exceed initial costs and must be factored into the decision
process.

Life cycle cost analysis should not be used in each and every purchase of an asset. The
process itself carries a cost and therefore can add to the cost of the asset. Life Cycle Cost
analysis can be justified only in those cases in which the cost of the analysis can be more than
offset by the savings derived through the purchase of the asset.

Four major factors which may influence the economic feasibility of applying LCC analysis
are:

A. Energy Intensiveness — LCC should be considered when the anticipated energy costs of
the purchase are expected to be large throughout its life.

B. Life Expectancy — For assets with long lives (i.e., greater than five years), costs other
than purchase price take on added importance. For assets with short lives, the initial costs
become a more important factor.

C. Efficiency — The efficiency of operation and maintenance can have significant impact
on overall costs. LCC is beneficial when savings can be achieved through reduction of
maintenance costs.

D. Investment Cost — As a general rule, the larger the investment the more important LCC
analysis becomes.

The four major factors listed above are not, however, necessary ingredients for life cycle cost
analysis. A quick test to determine whether life cycle costing would apply to a purchase is to
ask whether there are any post-purchase costs associated with it. Life cycle costs are a
combination of initial and post-purchase costs.

Applications for LCC Analysis

The City of Chula Vista utilizes the concepts of life cycle cost analysis in determining the
most cost effective purchase of capital equipment as well as in the determination of
replacement costs for a variety of rolling stock. City staff uses LCC techniques in the
preparation of the City's Five Year Capital Improvement Budget (CIP) as well as in the
Capital Outlay sections of the annual Operating Budget.
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City Codes and Regulations provide the standards and design specifications that are required
for infrastructure. Developers and contractors are required to meet city standards and design
regulations. These standards and specifications have been developed over time to achieve the
maximum life cycle of infrastructure that will be owned and maintained by the city. Prior to
approval of new infrastructure, City Staff thoroughly reviews all plans and specifications to
insure the maximum life cycle.

The initial construction of roads, traffic signals, sewers, drainage, lighting, etc., usually
accounts for the bulk of the costs associated with a project. The initial construction activities
consist of preliminary engineering, construction engineering, traffic control, etc. Subsequent
to initial construction, the City of Chula Vista is responsible for maintenance, rehabilitation
and eventual reconstruction/replacement over a projected 50 year life expectancy.

All project public facilities for the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan are subject to the
City’s life cycle cost analysis before construction. The City uses LCC analysis prior to or
concurrent with the design of public facilities required by new development. Such
requirement assists in the determination of the most cost effective selection of public
facilities.
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APPENDIX
A. Fiscal Impact Analysis from HR&A Advisors

B. Market Analysis in Support of the Otay Ranch Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Amendment
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Executive Summary

Baldwin & Sons is currently preparing an amendment that proposes land use changes in the Otay Ranch
Village 2 SPA Plan and will impact surrounding villages. The City of Chula Vista has retained HR&A
Adpvisors (HR&A), an experienced fiscal consultant, to estimate the fiscal impacts of the proposed
amendment.

The amendment proposes approximately 1,560 additional residential units, an 11.9-acre reduction in
industrial uses, 6.3 additional acres of community purpose facilities (CPF), 12.2 additional acres of
parkland, and a second elementary school in Village 2.

The following fiscal impact analysis evaluates the net fiscal impact of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Amendment (“Village 2 Amendment”) between 2014 and build out (“Future Build Out”), if and when it
occurs, and reviews the annual net fiscal impact of the approved Village 2 SPA (“Base Village 2 SPA”)
across a similar period, as a point of comparison.

Commercial Sensitivity

The commercial program absorption used for this analysis was based on a market analysis of the amount
of retail and industrial land use that is supportable in Village 2. Thus, the land use absorption estimates
included in this analysis represent the optimal, market-realistic absorption of retail and industrial uses within
Village 2.

Results

The Village 2 Amendment is projected to generate an annual net fiscal cost to the City in eight out of the 17
years leading up to 2030, but is then expected to generate annual positive net fiscal impacts after 2025 (Year
12). The project will generate negative annual fiscal impacts in 2014 (Year 1) and 2019 through 2025
(Year 6 - Year 12). These annual fiscal costs are due to the mix of residential units; a greater number of
mid-priced multi-family units relative to higher-priced single family homes are absorbed. However, across
time both multi-family and single family home prices increase which improve the net fiscal revenues and
industrial and commercial retail uses are added, generating greater fiscal revenues. The project will
generate positive annual fiscal impacts between 2015 and 2017 (Year 2 - Year 4) and 2026 (Year 13)
through Future Build Out.

Village 2 Amendment Net Fiscal Impacts
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In 2030, the Village 2 Amendment will generate approximately $215,000 to the City of Chula Vista. The
Village 2 Amendment is expected to generate approximately $5.8 million in annual revenues in 2030
(Year 17). With the large increment of new residential development, property taxes are the greatest
source of revenues, followed by MVLF In-Lieu revenues. The Village 2 Amendment is projected to
generate $5.6 million in annual fiscal costs to the City of Chula Vista in 2030 (Year 17).

The Base Village 2 SPA is projected to generate an annual net fiscal cost during the current year (Year 0) and
a fiscal cost in Year 1, but is then expected to generate positive annual net fiscal impacts going forward. The
Base Village 2 SPA generates negative annual fiscal impacts in 2014 (Year 1) and positive annual net
impacts, thereafter (Year 2 through Future Build Out). In 2030, the annual fiscal impact is projected to be
approximately $607,000 to the City of Chula Vista. The Base Village 2 SPA is expected to generate
approximately $4.3 million in annual revenues in 2030 (Year 17). Similar to the Village 2 Amendment
scenario, property taxes are the greatest source of revenues, followed by MVLF In-Lieu revenues. The
Base Village 2 SPA is projected to generate $3.7 million in annual fiscal costs to the City of Chula Vista in
2030 (Year 17).

Conclusions
Overall, the Base Village 2 SPA Annual Fiscal Impact Comparison
generates greater positive net fiscal
impacts to the City of Chula Vista $1,000,000
relative to the Village 2 Amendment. $800,000

$600,000
With a greater number of total $400,000 |
residential units, the Village 2
Amendment generates greater annual $200,000 [
fiscal revenues relative to the Base $0 ' '
Village 2 SPA, but also generates Year 17 Future Build Out
hlgh?r annual fiscal costs I,n terms of H Village 2 Amendment  EmBase Village 2 SPA
public safety and costs driven by

population. At Future Build Out, if and
when it occurs, the Village 2 Amendment will generate $429,000 in annual fiscal revenues to the City of
Chula Vista, compared to $835,000 generated by the Base Village 2.

Between 2014 and 2030, the Village 2 Amendment generates net fiscal impact of +$560,000 in present

value at a discount rate of 4 percent. During that same period, the Base Village 2 SPA generates a net
fiscal impact of +$3.7 million in present value at a discount rate of 4 percent.
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Figure 1: Village 2 Amendment - Net Fiscal Impact Summary
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Future
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
2014 Dollar Inflation Factor 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069
Total Expenditures $762,848 $1,296,660 $1,648,457 $2,033,234 $2,530,553 $3,027,872 $3,495,883 $3,839,754 $4,183,626 $4,559,057 $4,803,440 $4,991,381 $5,128,451 $5,265,520 $5,402,590 $5,551,957 $5,560,474 $5,560,474 $5,688,890
Total Revenues $721,560 $1,187,790 $1,977,230 $2,187,104 $2,621,626 $3,094,067 $3,489,629 $3,810,038 $4,131,777 $4,468,073 $4,756,963 $4,949,765 $5,106,870 $5,269,417 $5,441,759 $5,626,089 $5744,845 $5775,210 $6,118,040
Net Fiscal Impacts (2014
Dollars) ($41,288) ($108,870) $328,773  $153,870 $91,073 $66,195 ($6,254)  ($29,716)  ($51,849)  ($90,984)  ($46,477)  ($41,616)  ($21,580) $3,897 $39,168 $74,132  $184,370  $214,735  $429,149
Source: HR&A
Figure 2: Base Village 2 SPA - Net Fiscal Impact Summary
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Future
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
2014 Dollar Inflation Factor 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069
Total Expenditures $758,472  $1,292,258 $1,644,080 $2,028,630 $2,526,254 $3,045,961 $3,545,558 $3,647,475 $3,655989 $3,664,502 $3,673,015 $3,681,528 $3,690,042 $3,698,555 $3,707,068 $3,715,582 $3,724,095 $3,724,095 $3,930,395
Total Revenues $721,559 $1,211,827 $2,016,705 $2,243,847 $2,697,306 $3,188,471 $3,669,336 $3,925074 $3,935,621 $3,954,345 $3,992,759 $4,034,199 $4,078,525 $4,125615 $4,175361 $4,227,669 $4,282,458 $4,330,608 $4,763,068
Net Fiscal Impacts
(2014 Dollars) ($36,912) ($80,431)  $372,625 $215,217 $171,052 $142,510 $123,778 $277,599 $279,632 $289,843 $319,743 $352,670 $388,483 $427,060 $468,293 $512,088 $558,363 $606,513 $832,672

Source: HR&A

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Introduction

Baldwin & Sons (“Developer”) is currently preparing an amendment that proposes land use changes in the
Otay Ranch Village 2 SPA Plan and will impact surrounding villages.

As part of the City of Chula Vista’s SPA amendment protocol, the City of Chula Vista (City) has requested
an updated fiscal impact analysis (FIA), in addition to a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and a
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP). The City is interested in encouraging and supporting balanced
development that benefits the residents and economy of Chula Vista and is considering developing land
use triggers or other development requirements as part of the PFFP and FIA. The City retained HR&A
Adpvisors, Inc. (HR&A), an experienced fiscal consultant, to prepare a fiscal impact analysis of the proposed
amendment as well as a market demand analysis of industrial and retail commercial uses to support the
fiscal impact analysis.

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Plan Amendment analysis includes two analysis elements, a market
demand analysis and fiscal impact analysis. The market analysis evaluates the existing supply of industrial
and retail commercial uses within Otay Ranch and compares it to projected demand for the industrial and
retail uses. This analysis was used to prepare market-driven projected absorption estimates for industrial
and retail uses within Village 2.

The market analysis report has been prepared under separate cover. This deliverable represents the fiscal
impact analysis report.

The following fiscal impact analysis evaluates the net fiscal impact of the Village 2 Comprehensive SPA
Amendment (“Village 2 Amendment”) between 2014 and build out and reviews the annual net fiscal
impact of the approved Village 2 SPA (“Base Village 2 SPA”) across a similar period as a point of
comparison.

For the purposes of this analysis, net fiscal impacts refer to the fiscal revenues of the SPA less the fiscal
costs generated by the SPA. A positive net fiscal impact means that the SPA’s fiscal revenues exceeds the
costs generated as a result of the SPA. The amount of the Village 2 Amendment’s net fiscal impact above
or below the Base Village 2 SPA’s net fiscal impact is the opportunity cost generated as a result of the
amendment.

Figure 3: Map of Village 2

HR&A Advisors, Inc. Comprehensive Village 2 FIA| 5



Project

Village 2 is envisioned as an urban village in the Otay Ranch GDP and is planned for transit-oriented
development with higher densities and mixed uses in the village core. Village 2 will be served in the future
by Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and will have a transit station along the village core. Village 2 is
approximately 800 acres and is located along the western edge of the Otay Valley Parcel, south of
Olympic Parkway and west of La Media Road. Village 2 is currently entitled for development of 2,983
dwelling units in the Montecito SPA, 674 single-family units and 2,309 multi-family dwelling units. At the
time of this analysis, approximately 681 of these Village 2 residential units have already been constructed
and sold/occupied!.

The Village 2 Amendment increases densities in and around the village core and adjusts the mix of single-
family and multi-family units. The Village 2 Amendment proposes 1,562 additional residential units, an
11.9-acre reduction in industrial uses, 6.3 additional acres of community purpose facilities (CPF), 12.2
additional acres of parkland, and a second elementary school in Village 2. The Base Village 2 SPA
includes 33.1 acres of land for future development?; the proposed Village 2 Amendment utilizes all but 4
acres.

Figure 4: Village 2 Proposed SPA Land Use Plan
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Source: Dudek and Developei’

! HR&A reviewed San Diego County Assessor’s Data as available in the Corelogic’s Property database. Given a lag
in the availability of recent sales data, the actual amount of sold units may differ. Please note we include rental units
that are reported as constructed as occupied units.

2 For purposes of this analysis, future developed acres are included as open space in the Future Build Out period.
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The project requires amendments to the City of Chula Vista General Plan, the Otay Ranch General
Development Plan, and the Village of Montecito & Otay Ranch Business Park Sectional Planning Area
(SPA) plan for Villages 2, 3, and a portion of 4, as well as four new tentative maps.

It should be noted that the Developer currently controls approximately 60 percent of total dwelling units
entitled within Village 2. 1,110 of the approved Village 2 residential units are under controlled by others.
The FIA evaluates all approved and proposed units within Village 2.

Land Use Program
Figure 5, on the next page, presents the land use program for the Base Village 2 SPA and the proposed
Village 2 Amendment.

Figure 5 presents the single-family and multi-family units owned by the Developer and other developers.
An estimate of the amount of multi-family units that will be rental was provided by the Developer for their
proposed Village 2 Amendment residential units, approximately 44 percent, and the existing rental units
were used to estimate the balance of properties under other ownership. Overall, approximately 45
percent of units are anticipated as rentals. The distribution of approved Base Village 2 SPA multi-family
units between rental and for-sale units is estimated at 35 percent rental and 65 percent for-sale.

The FIA assumes that approximately 130,000 square feet of retail commercial will be developed on the
MU1-MU3 and C-1 properties. HR&A estimates that approximately 30,000 square feet will be
developed within a mixed-use development and the remaining 100,000 square feet will be developed
within a non-mixed use shopping center configuration.

Population and Employment

Figure 5 also presents estimated population and employment. Population projections are based on the
City of Chula Vista provided population per household estimate of 3.24 for both single-family and multi-
family units.

Employees per acre are estimated based on industry benchmarks of square feet per employee and the
average floor-to-area ratio for similar product in Chula Vista, shown in Appendix Table 3.

HR&A Advisors, Inc. Comprehensive Village 2 FIA| 7



Figure 5: Village 2 Land Use Program Scenarios

Base Village 2 Amended Village 2

Land Use SPA SPA

Single Family Residential Units 674 (159.8 Ac.) 604 (120.7 Ac.)
Baldwin & Sons (B&S) Product 451 (112.1 Ac.) 381 (73.0 Ac)
Other Developers 223 (47.7 Ac.)* 223 (47.7 Ac.)*

Multi-Family Residential Units 2,309 (174.3 Ac.) 3,941 (225.40 Ac.)
B& S MF - For Sale 1,042 (86.8 Ac.) 1,711 (109.0 Ac.)
B&S MF - Rental 320 (23.6 Ac.) 930.0 (38.5 Ac.)
B& S Mixed Use (Rental) 60 (8.5 Ac.) 413 (22.5 Ac)
Other Developer - MF For Sale 461 (39.2 Ac.)* 461 (39.2 Ac.)*
Other Developer Rental 426 (16.2 Ac.)* 426 (16.2 Ac.)*

Industrial Acres 94.40 82.50

Mixed Use and Commercial SF 130,000 130,000

Mixed Use Retail SF ( MUT- MU3) 30,000 30,000

Shopping Center Retail SF 100,000 (12.5 Ac) 100,000

Park Acres' 58.7 70.9
Park Acres Attributable to Other Villages 31.6 31.6
Park in Lieu Fee Acres 0.0 0.262
Park Acres Attributed to Village 2 27.1 39.0

CPF 6.30 12.6

School 10.3 19.8

Public Safety 0.0 0.0

Subtotal Developed Acres 2 469.8 485.4

Open Space 204.6 212.9

Other Acres/ROW 59.5 63.5

Future Development Acres3 31.9 4.0

Total Acres 765.8 765.8

Population

Single Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 2,184 1,957

Multi Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 7,481 12,769

Total Est. Population 9,665 14,726

Employment Employes Per Unit

Retail SF/Emp 400 Per SF 325 325

General Industrial 12.3 Per Ac. 466 408

Research/Limited Industrial 20.9 Per Ac. 1,184 1,035

Total Est. Employment 1,976 1,768

"Park acres include 46.5 acres of park requariement that will be satisfied in Village 4.

%Excludes the park acres that will be safisfied in Village 4.

*Evaluated as Open Space for purposes of this analysis.

*Other developers hold 1,110 dwelling units. The Developer estimated the distribution of acres based on existing units.

Source: Developers and HR&A

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Projected Absorption Schedule

The projected absorption schedule is shown in Figure 6 and Figure 7. The fiscal analysis presents an
annual absorption period for new land uses between 2014 and 2030, 17 years. Neither land use
scenario is expected to be fully absorbed during this period. Thus, we include an estimate of the fiscal
impacts of each scenario at build out, if and when that may occur (“Future Build Out”).

Village 2 is partially developed with residential units. To date, there has been no development of non-
residential uses. The Developer estimates that 900 units have been constructed or are currently under
construction, but for analysis purposes, the FIA includes units fully constructed and sold /occupied3. Based
on information from the San Diego County Assessor, the fiscal impact analysis includes approximately 680
constructed and sold /occupied residential units in Year O.

The development absorption schedule for projected new residential units was developed based on input
from the Developer for the absorption of their for-sale residential units, review of historical residential
absorption in Chula Vista, and planned unit information from the City of Chula Vista’s Growth
Management report. Year 1 absorption was increased to account for the number of existing residential
units that may not have been reported as sold, but are near the end of construction.

Commercial and industrial absorption was estimated based on HR&A's findings from the market report.
Using the high absorption scenario from the Village 2 Market Analysis, we estimate that approximately 3
acres of industrial can be absorbed a year, starting in 2016. Commercial retail land uses, both mixed use
and shopping center retail, are dependent on residential spending and are, thus, absorbed in line with
residential development. Given the greater number of total residential units, we estimate that the Village
2 Amendment can support additional retail square feet relative to the Base Village 2 SPA. The Village 2
Amendment can support approximately 80,000 square feet between 2014 and 2018, 40,000 square
feet between 2019 and 2023, and 20,000 square feet between 2024 and 2028. With less residents to
spend in the areaq, the Base Village 2 SPA supports approximately 80,000 square feet between 2014
and 2018, and only 15,000 square feet between 2019 and 2023.

School acres are projected to be absorbed in 2019, Year 6. This represents a midpoint of residential
development in Village 2. Up to nine acres of the community purpose facilities (CPF) space is absorbed
when 80 percent of units are absorbed in each scenario with the balance in the Future Build Out period.
Parks are expected to be absorbed in line with residential developments. Open Space, and right of way
(ROW), are expected to be absorbed in line with the development of all uses.

Actual construction and absorption is likely to occur as infrastructure is developed on the site. The actual
absorption of land uses may occur earlier or later than analyzed in this study, depending on economic
factors.

Village 2 Amendment Absorption

In line with the Developer’s projections, new single family units are expected to be absorbed between
2014 and 2019 (Year 1 and Year 6). New for-sale multi-family units are expected to be absorbed over
a 10 year period, from 2014 (Year 1) to 2023 (Year 10). The development of the new multi-family
rentals is expected to extend over a longer 15 year period, 2014 to 2028 (Year 1 — Year 15) with
greater absorption after Year 9.

3 Property taxes can be applied to units under construction, but it is difficult to get a correct accounting of this value.
The SPA Fiscal Impact Framework accounts for units as they are sold.

4 For purposes of this analysis, rental units reported as fully constructed are assumed to be occupied.

5 It should be noted the model only includes the impacts for park acres attributable to Village 2. Park acres
attributable to other villages or acres accounted for by an in lie fee are excluded from the analysis.
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Based on the anticipated annual industrial absorption, the industrial acres will not be fully absorbed by
2030. 40.5 acres of industrial (and a commensurate share of Open Space and ROW) will remain to be
developed after 2030.

Base Village 2 SPA Absorption
For analysis purposes, the annual absorption of the Base Village 2 SPA is similar to the Village 2
Amendment absorption.

With a greater number than the amended program, the Base Village 2 SPA’s new single family units are
expected to be absorbed between 2014 and 2020 (Year 1 and Year 7).

The Base Village 2 SPA has fewer multi-family units. For-sale and rental multi-family units are expected to
be absorbed over a 7-year period, from 2014 (Year 1) to 2020 (Year 7).

Again, commercial and industrial acres are expected to have a similar annual absorption in the Base
Village 2 SPA scenario relative to the Village 2 Amendment. The Base Village 2 SPA supports a lower
amount of retail than the Village 2 Amendment and will have a balance of 30,000 square feet after
2030. With a greater amount of industrial acres, the Base Village 2 SPA will have a balance of 52.4
acres industrial (and a commensurate share of Open Space and ROW) will remain to be developed after
2030.

HR&A Advisors, Inc. Comprehensive Village 2 FIA| 10



Figure 6: Village 2 Amendment Projected Cumulative Land Use Absorption

Future

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Build

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year9 Year10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14  Year 15 Year 16  Year 17 Out
Cumulative Land Use Program
Single Family Residential Units 247 327 377 447 517 587 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604
Multi-Family Residential Units 434 824 1,084 1,344 1,644 1,944 2,244 2,544 2,844 3,144 3,355 3,470 3,585 3,700 3,815 3,941 3,941 3,941 3,941
MF For Sale 111 376 576 776 996 1,216 1,436 1,656 1,876 2,076 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172
MF Rental 323 448 508 568 648 728 808 888 968 1,068 1,183 1,298 1,413 1,528 1,643 1,769 1,769 1,769 1,769
(includes Multi-Use Residential)
Industrial Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0 12.0 15.0 18.0 21.0 24.0 27.0 30.0 33.0 36.0 39.0 42.0 42.0 82.5
Retail Commercial SF 0 0 0 0 40,000 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000
Parks 8.8 18.0 24.0 31.1 38.7 46.3 50.8 54.4 57.9 61.5 64.0 65.3 66.7 68.1 69.4 70.9 70.9 70.9 70.9
Park Acres Attributable to Village 2 4.8 9.9 13.2 17.1 21.3 25.5 28.0 29.9 31.9 33.8 35.2 36.0 36.7 37.5 38.2 39.0 39.0 39.0 39.0
CPF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 12.60
School 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8
Public Safety 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal Developed Acres 45.7 94.0 125.2 165.5 208.2 251.0 297.4 319.0 340.5 371.1 387.1 397.2 407.3 417.4 427.5 438.3 441.3 441.3 485.4
Open Space 20.1 41.2 54.9 726 91.3 110.1 130.5 139.9 149.4 162.7 169.8 174.2 178.6 183.1 187.5 192.2 193.6 193.6 212.9
Other Acres/ROW 6.0 12.3 16.4 21.7 27.2 32.8 38.9 41.7 44.5 48.5 50.6 52.0 53.3 54.6 55.9 57.3 57.7 57.7 63.5
Future Development Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0
Total Acres 71.8 147.6 196.6 259.7 326.8 393.9 466.8 500.6 534.4 582.3 607.5 623.4 639.2 655.1 671.0 687.9 692.6 692.6 765.8
Cumulative Population
Single Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 800 1,059 1,221 1,448 1,675 1,902 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957
Multi Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 1,406 2,670 3,512 4,355 5,327 6,299 7,271 8,243 9,215 10,187 10,870 11,243 11,615 11,988 12,361 12,769 12,769 12,769 12,769
Total Est. Population 2,206 3,729 4,734 5,803 7,002 8,200 9,228 10,200 11,172 12,144 12,827 13,200 13,572 13,945 14,318 14,726 14726 14726 14,726
Cumulative Employment
Retail SF/Emp@ 400 0 0 0 0 100 200 250 250 250 250 250 325 325 325 325 325 325 325 325
General Industrial, Emp/Acre 12 0 0 0 15 30 44 59 74 89 104 119 133 148 163 178 193 207 207 408
Research/Limited Ind., Emp/Acre 21 0 0 0 38 75 113 151 188 226 263 301 339 376 414 452 489 527 527 1,035
Total Est. Employment 0 0 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 797 850 902 954 1,007 1,059 1,059 1,768

Source: Developers, HR&A
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Figure 7: Base Village 2 SPA Projected Cumulative Land Use Absorption

Future
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Build
YearO Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 Year6 Year7 Year8 Year9 Yearl0 Yearll Yearl2 Year13 Yearl14 Yearl5 Year16 Year17 Out
Cumulative Land Use Program
Single Family Residential Units 247 327 377 447 517 587 657 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674
Multi-Family Residential Units 434 824 1,084 1,344 1,644 1,944 2,244 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309
MF For Sale 111 376 576 776 996 1,216 1,436 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498
MF Rental 323 448 508 568 648 728 808 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811
(includes Multi-Use Residential)
Industrial Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0 12.0 15.0 18.0 21.0 24.0 27.0 30.0 33.0 36.0 39.0 42.0 42.0 94.4
Retail Commercial SF 0 0 0 0 40,000 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 130,000
Parks 7.5 17.6 24.2 31.9 40.2 48.5 56.8 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7
Park Acres Attributable to Village 2 3.5 8.1 11.2 14.7 18.6 22.4 26.2 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1
CPF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30
School 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3
Public Safety 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal Developed Acres 44.3 104.1 142.9 191.4 247.1 309.2 373.3 387.5 390.5 393.5 396.5 399.5 402.5 405.5 408.5 411.5 414.5 414.5 469.8
Open Space 19.3 45.3 62.2 83.4 107.6 134.6 162.6 168.8 170.1 171.4 172.7 174.0 175.3 176.6 177.9 179.2 180.5 180.5 204.6
Other Acres/ROW 5.6 13.2 18.1 24.2 31.3 39.2 47.3 49.1 49.5 49.8 50.2 50.6 51.0 51.4 51.7 52.1 52.5 52.5 59.5
Future Development Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.9
Total Acres 69.2 162.6 223.2 299.0 386.1 483.0 583.1 605.4 610.0 614.7 619.4 624.1 628.8 633.5 638.2 642.9 647.5 647.5 765.8
Cumulative Population
Single Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 800 1,059 1,221 1,448 1,675 1,902 2,129 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184
Multi Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 1,406 2,670 3,512 4,355 5,327 6,299 7,271 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481
Total Est. Population 2,206 3,729 4,734 5,803 7,002 8,200 9,399 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665
Cumulative Employment
Retail SF/Emp@ 400 0 0 0 0 100 200 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 325
General Industrial, Emp/Acre 12 0 0 0 15 30 44 59 74 89 104 119 133 148 163 178 193 207 207 466
Research Industrial, Emp/Acre 21 0 0 0 38 75 113 151 188 226 263 301 339 376 414 452 489 527 527 1,184
Total Est. Employment 0 0 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 722 775 827 879 932 984 984 1,976

Source: Developers, HR&A
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Methodology

This analysis evaluates the net fiscal impacts to the City of Chula Vista of developing the Village 2
Amendment land use program, and compares these impacts to the net fiscal impacts of the currently
approved Base Village 2 SPA. Net fiscal impacts represent total fiscal revenues to the City of Chula Vista
less fiscal costs.

The City of Chula Vista’s SPA Fiscal Impact Framework is used to estimate the net fiscal impacts. As
prescribed in the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework, HR&A uses historical City of Chula Vista revenue and
expenditure factors from the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework to estimate fiscal revenues and expenditures
that are expected to grow proportionally with new development. Special analysis models are used to
estimate revenues, such as property tax revenues, motor vehicle license fee (MVLF) in lieu revenues, and
sales taxes that may not grow proportionately with new development.

The detailed methodology of the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework is described in the memorandum “SPA
Fiscal Analysis —Fiscal Model Methodology Including the Development of Fiscal Factors in the Analysis of
SPA Proposals”, dated February 2008. The following methodology section highlights key inputs and
updates made to the methodology for the Village 2 fiscal impact analysis.

Budget and Revenue Factors

The budget revenue and expenditure factors provided by the City are based on the FY 2009 City of
Chula Vista budget. Adjustments have been made to these budget factors to provide a more accurate
accounting of future impacts, including: (1) an expenditure and revenue adjustment to account for
appropriate service standards, (2) an adjustment to Utility Users Tax, (3) a retail expenditure density
adjustment and (4) a 2014 dollar adjustment.

Service Standard Adjustment (Real Inflation Adjustment)

Due to the 2007 recession, the City of Chula Vista implemented several rounds of budget reduction
between FY 2007 and FY 2009, cutting the City’s service standard below the desired level. The
expenditure and revenue adjustment factors use a 5-year average of inflation-adjusted per capita
revenue and expenditures to determine an appropriate level of future expenditures and revenues.

Utility User’s Tax Adjustment

Utility User’s Tax receipts have been adjusted to account for a reduction in the wireless service rate from
4.75 percent to 5 percent, effective March 1, 2014. Based on information provided by the City of Chula
Vista, wireless services are estimated at 55 percent of total utilities and are expected to be reduced by 4
percent annually based on reduced demand for taxable services. The allocation for Utility User’s Tax
Revenue, found in the Discretionary Revenue Allocation Tables, was revised to account for this reduction in
tax receiptfs.

Figure 8: Utility Users' Tax Adjustment

Revenue Category FY 2009 Amended  Adjusted Utility User’s Tax
Budget Figure Citywide Allocation
Utility User’s Tax $7,122,095 $6,777,386

Source: City of Chula Vista, SPA Fiscal Framework
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Retail Expenditure Density Factor

Retail expenditure factors were developed based on historical citywide acres and account for a historical
citywide floor-to-area (FAR) ratio. Based on the citywide FAR, a factor is determined that translates the
retail expenditure budget factor from acres of land area into square feet of building area.

Figure 9: Retail Expenditure Factor Density Adjustment

Land Use Citywide Density Acres to SF Density
Factor

Retail 0.28 FAR 0.00008
Source: City of Chula Vista, SPA Fiscal Framework

2014 Dollar Adjustment

Finally, given that the FIA is based on FY 2009 budget, the inflation adjustment adjusts final total revenues
and expenditures from 2009 dollars to 2014 dollars using the San Diego County CPI inflation factors. This
adjustment is made in the final net fiscal impacts summary table.

Revenue Calculation Methodology

Special models are used to estimate fiscal impacts for property taxes, property transfer taxes, MVLF in-
lieu fees, sales tax. Special models were built based on the SPA Fiscal Framework with updated tax rates,
as appropriate, and assessed value and household income inputs.

Other discretionary revenues, not estimated using special models, are estimated based on historical pro
rata factors.

Assessed Values and Property Taxes

The incremental assessed value attributable to the Village 2 Amendment and Base Village 2 SPA is used to
estimate property taxes, property transfer taxes, and MVLF in-lieu fees. As described below, HR&A
reviewed current residential and commercial market data to determine appropriate assessed values.

Existing Residential Units

Village 2 is partially developed and several residential subdivisions are currently under construction and
sales. HR&A identified the property values of existing, sold single family homes using San Diego County
Assessor’s data via Corelogic, a national property data provider. Figure 10 presents HR&A's estimate of
currently developed property within Village 2.

Figure 10: Existing Residential Property Units and Value

No. of Residential Estimated Developed Estimated Assessed
Existing Residential Sold/Rental Units Acres' Value’
Single Family Sold Units 247 19.76 $92,335,671
Condos Sold Units 111 5.52 $30,993,043
Apartments Rentals 323 17.44 $50,001,475
Total 681 42.7 $173,330,189

1 .
Lot acreage was not available for all single family units. Average lot size of 0.8 acres was used to estimate for units missing lot acreage.

2
Sold units included properties that reported a sales price, but where the reported assessed values had not yet been adjusted to the full sales price.
As appropriate, HR&A adjusted total assessed value to account for the full sales price.

Source: Core Logic and HR&A
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Single-Family Assessed Value

To estimate the average price of new single family homes, HR&A reviewed sales prices for homes currently
for sale in Otay Ranch, as reported by Meyers Research. Average prices were reviewed by quarter in
2013 and were then weighted by the number of sales that occurred in each quarter and in each
development to determine an average sales price for Otay Ranch in 2013. Detail on these sales are
shown in Figure 11.

Based on our analysis, the FIA uses an average single family home price of $465,000 for Village 2.

Multi-Family Assessed Value

Village 2 will include a significant component of multi-family housing, both for-sale and rental, in both
scenarios. Assessed values of the for-sale multi-family units were estimated through a review of sales
prices using a similar approach as in the analysis for single-family homes. Given the limited number of
sales within Otay Ranch, HR&A also reviewed comparable multi-family sales elsewhere in Chula Vista in
order to estimate the appropriate price point for Village 2. While the limited developments in Otay
Ranch had sales prices averaging at approximately $300,000 per unit, other Chula Vista projects
comparable in quality to Village 2 demonstrated average sales prices between $320,000 and $330,000
during the latter half of 2013. Based on our analysis, the FIA uses an average multi-family home price of
$305,000 for Village 2. Detail on these sales comparables are presented in Figure 12.

Rental units’ assessed value is based on a market capitalization approach. The value of the rental units
was derived by first estimating an average rent of $1,950 per unit, based on an average of 21
apartment and townhouse rental listings as shown in Figure 13. Based on typical operating assumptions
and a market scan of multi-family real estate in suburban San Diego County, a vacancy rate of 5 percent,
a gross expense estimate of 30 percent, and a capitalization rate of 5.5 percent were applied to convert
this monthly rent to an assessed value of $280,000. Detdail on the determination of the assessed value for
rental units is included Appendix Table 4.
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Figure 11: Sales of Single Family Homes in Otay Ranch, 2013

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Overall
Average Average Average Average Average
# of Sales Price| # of Sales Price| # of Sales Price| # of Sales Price| # of Sales Price
Otay Ranch
Anacapa 2 $422,500 2 $ 422,500
Bacara 10 $420,900 10 $ 420,900
Casitas de Avila 4 $344,400 4 $ 344,400
Corta Bella 9 $428,425 7  $454,400 7  $465,650 23 $ 447,660
Monte Sereno 4  $569,900 4 $ 569,900
Presidio V7 6 $488,400 1 $502,500 7 $ 490,414
Santa Rita V2 R8 3 $501,900 10 $507,900 12 $517,400 25 $ 511,740
Terraza | V7 5 $427,400 5 $ 427,400
Terraza Il V2 10 $427,400 10  $427,400
Otay Ranch- Overall, Weighted 4 $344,400 39 $457,116 18 $486,794 29 $471,633 90 $462,720
Source: Meyer’s Research and HR&A
Figure 12: Sales of Multifamily Units in Chula Vista, 2013
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Overall
Average Average Average Average Average
# of Sales Price| # of Sales Price| # of Sales Price| # of Sales Price| # of Sales Price
Otay Ranch
Avalon 17 $255,900 12 $284,900 8 $307,900 14  $310,400 51 $ 285,841
Villas de Avila 10 $311,400 10 $311,400
Other Chula Vista Communities
Mosaic 22 $259,945 21 $296,400 10 $311,400 8 $313,900 61 $ 288,006
Veranza 14 $294,490 10 $300,490 16 $350,990 7 $341,990 47 $ 322,075

Source: Meyer’s Research and HR&A
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Figure 13: Listings for Apartment and Townhouse Rentals in Otay Ranch, March 2013

Address Type Rent SF Rent/SF
1575 Rose Garden Ln Townhouse $1,900 1,134 $1.68
1460 Levant Ln, 1 Apartment $1,650 1,008 $1.64
1460 Levant Ln, 6 Apartment $1,750 1,008 $1.74
1863 Hazel Ct, Unit 11 Apartment $2,095 1,565 $1.34
1810 Calvedos Dr Townhouse $1,750 1,060 $1.65
1480 Burgundy Dr Townhouse $2,000 1,429 $1.40
1484 Canvas Dr, Unit 5 Apartment $1,895 1,372 $1.38
2144 Big Horn Dr, Unit 253 Townhouse $1,900 1,396 $1.36
1476 Levant Ln Townhouse $1,650 1,008 $1.64
1894 Lorient Pl, 2524 Apartment $1,575 975 $1.62
1894 Lorient Pl, 724 Apartment $1,650 975 $1.69
1894 Lorient PI, 1011 Apartment $1,875 1,315 $1.43
1894 Lorient PI, 1736 Apartment $1,995 1,315 $1.52

Apartment $1,695 1,008 $1.68

1828 Olive Green St, Unit 7 Apartment $2,099 1,604 $1.31
1737 Cripple Creek Dr, Unit 2 Apartment $2,250 1,728 $1.30
2166 Nopalito Dr, Unit 69 Apartment $2,100 1,695 $1.24
1884 Aquamarine Ct, Unit 10 Apartment $1,850 1,500 $1.23
1670 Roadrunner Ct, Unit 258 Apartment $1,950 1,395 $1.40
1627 Cliff Rose Dr, Unit 151 Apartment $2,195 1,561 $1.41
1875 Cannes PI Apartment $2,040 1,400 $1.46
Otay Ranch- Overall, Weighted $1,935 1,307 $1.48

Source: Zillow.com and HR&A

Retail Assessed Value

The capitalized value approach was used to estimate the market value of retail properties as shown in
Appendix Table 4. The average rental rate for shopping center retail in the Eastlake retail submarket is
approximately $1.68 per gross leasable square foot, triple net, according to CoStar. This average
includes a variety of retail types. CoStar lists approximately ten retail properties in east Chula Vista
currently for lease with rates, as shown in Figure 14.

The mixed use commercial is most likely to be similar to
mixed use retail such as Heritage Town Center at 1392 E.
Palomar Street. For the mixed-use retail in Village 2,
HR&A uses an average retail lease rent of $1.85 per
square foot, and a cap rate for a Class B to Class C
product based on the CBRE’s First Half of 2013
Capitalization Rate Survey.

For the shopping center retail, HR&A uses an average
retail lease rate of $2.25 per square foot.

Heritage Town Center Mixed Use Retail

The capitalized value approach, as shown in Appendix Table 4, provides an assessed value of
approximately $190.00 per square foot of building square foot for the mixed use retail uses and an
assessed value of approximately $230.00 per square foot for the shopping center retail.
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Figure 14: East Chula Vista Retail Properties Currently For Lease

Rentable Average
Building Percent Monthly
Building Name Building Address Property Type Area Year Built Leased  Weighted Rent
2110 Birch Rd Community Center 8,686 2008 26.87 $2.25
1741 Eastlake Pky Community Center 10,387 2008 62.74 $2.25
The Marketplace at 1745 Eastlake Pky Community Center 106,000 2008 96.12 $2.25
Windingwalk
2315 Otay Lakes Rd Neighborhood Center 8,400 2004 82.9 $3.50
Heritage Town Center 1392 E Palomar St Mixed Use Retail 38,000 2003 93.61 $1.95
2318 Proctor Valley Rd  Neighborhood Center 12,109 2007 69.5 $2.00
2322 Proctor Valley Rd  Neighborhood Center 11,896 2007 57.91 $2.00
851-881 Showroom PI Community Center 162,967 2006 85.47 $1.81
891 Showroom PI Community Center 14,542 2006 87.19 $2.45
Average 73.59 $2.27

Source: CoStar and HR&A

Industrial Assessed Value
The capitalized value approach was used to estimate the market value of industrial properties as shown in
Appendix Table 4. HR&A reviewed current general industrial and industrial flex rental rates of available
properties in the Otay Ranch/Chula Vista area to support projected prices in Village 2, as shown in Figure

15.

The monthly average lease rate for general industrial in the Otay Ranch area is $0.58 per square foot.
For the FIA, HR&A uses an average industrial lease rate of $0.60 per square foot for general retail.

The monthly average lease rate for industrial flex space in the Otay Ranch area is $0.97 per square foot.
For the FIA, HR&A uses an average industrial lease rate of $0.95 per square foot for research/limited

industrial.

The capitalized value approach, as shown in Appendix Table 4, provides an assessed value of

approximately $1.0 million per acre for general industrial uses and an assessed value of approximately
$1.7 million per acre for resedrch/limited industrial.

Figure 15: Industrial Properties Currently for Lease

Monthly Lease

Building Address Bldg Size Year Built Lease Rate Type Rate/SF
General Industrial

1710 Dornoch Court 86,592 1987 Industrial Gross $0.55
2515 Britannia Boulevard 39,569 2002 Industrial Gross $0.60
8578 & 8620 Avenida Costa Blanca 24,705 2002  Industrial Gross $0.60
General Industrial Average $0.58
Industrial /Flex

821 Kuhn Drive 50,081 2004 Triple Net $1.25
8580 Avenida de la Fuente 31,695 2004  Industrial Gross $0.90
3441 Main Street 20,158 2004  Industrial Gross $0.88
3451 Main Street 86,831 2004  Industrial Gross $0.85
Industrial Flex Average $0.97

Source: CoStar, Loopnet, and HR&A
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Property Tax Rate
Village 2 falls in San Diego County Tax Rate Area 01265. The City of Chula Vista captures 10.636% of
the 1 percent property tax.

Transfer taxes were assessed at $0.55 per $1,000 of assessed value, according to the City of Chula Vista
rate.

VLF Fees

Until July of 2011, 0.65 percent VLF revenues were estimated based on population increases while the
property taxes in-lieu of VLF fees (“MVLF In-Lieu Fees”) are based on incremental growth in assessed
value.

The State of California’s Legislature passed SB89 in 2011 that eliminates 0.65% VLF payments as of July
2011. The California League of Cities filed suit to challenge the law, but the State Superior Court recently
ruled against the League in March of 201 2.

The 0.65% VLF fees generated based on population have been excluded from this analysis. The MVLF In-
Lieu Fees are still allocated proportionally, based on incremental growth in assessed value as described in
the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework.

Sales Tax
Sales taxes are estimated based on projected resident spending using the approach prescribed in the SPA
Fiscal Impact Framework.

Other Discretionary Revenues

As described above, revenue factors from the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework were used to estimate
revenues that are expected to grow proportionally with development. These are derived in Appendix
Tables 8 and 9. These factors are summarized in Figure 16.

Figure 16: Other Discretionary Revenues

Summary of Other Discretionary Revenue Factors

Commercial (Acres) $695.50

Retail Commercial (SF) $0.06
Industrial (Acres) $616.47
Residential (Acres) $1,302.37
Residential (DU) $3.60
Employees $19.45
Population $3.86

Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A
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Expenditure Calculation Methodology

As described above, expenditure factors from the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework were used to estimate
expenditures that are expected to grow proportionally with development. The factors provided by the
City of Chula Vista are summarized in Figure 17.

Special models are used to estimate the allocation of public safety fiscal expenditures generated by
dwelling units. The public safety expenditures allocated to dwelling units are estimated proportionally
(there are no adjustments at this time), but are presented in a special model because these costs are
typically a major fiscal expenditure.

Figure 17: Expenditure Factors and Public Safety Dwelling Unit Factors

Expenditure Factors

Population (Per Resident) $76.53
Open Space (Acres) $160.43
Public Parks (Acres) $2,448.06
Public Use (Per Acre) $2,710.85
Other (Per Acre) $2,759.40
Dwelling Unit Factor $119.40

(Not including Public Safety)

Special Model Factors

Police (Per DU) $293.70
Fire (Per DU) $210.64

Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A
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Fiscal Impacts

The following section describes the fiscal impacts generated by the Village 2 Amendment and the Base
Village 2 SPA. Figure 18 and Figure 19 present the annual fiscal revenues and annual fiscal expenditures
of each of the scenarios.

This fiscal impact analysis projects all fiscal revenues and fiscal expenditures to the City of Chula Vista as
outlined in the City of Chula Vista’s SPA Fiscal Impact Framework. Annual fiscal revenues are compared to
annual fiscal expenditures associated with the Village 2 Amendment and Base Village 2 SPA land use
plans to estimate the net fiscal impact of each scenario. The difference between the Base Village 2 SPA
net fiscal impact and the Village 2 Amendment’s net fiscal impacts is the opportunity cost of the Village 2
Amendment.

The figures in this table have been adjusted to reflect 2014 dollars. The detailed analysis is included
within the Appendix.

Village 2 Amendment
Figure 18 presents the annual net fiscal impacts of the proposed Village 2 Amendment.

Using the methodology described above the Village 2 Amendment is expected to generate approximately
$5.8 million in annual revenues in 2030 (Year 17). When all the industrial space is absorbed (Future
Build Out), Village 2 Amendment is expected to generate annual fiscal revenues of $6.1 million.

With the large increment of new residential development, property taxes are the greatest source of
revenues, followed by MVLF In-Lieu revenues. In 2030, property taxes and property transfer taxes
combine to generate an estimated $2.4 million in annual fiscal receipts. MVLF In-Lieu Fees are also based
on growth in assessed value and are expected to generate approximately $1.7 million in annual fiscal
receipts in 2030. Together, property-based taxes and MVLF In Lieu fees make up approximately 70
percent of anticipated revenues.

The Village 2 Amendment is projected to generate $5.6 million in annual fiscal costs to the City of Chula
Vista in 2030 (Year 17). At Future Build Out, annual fiscal costs increase by $130,000 to $5.7 million.
The greatest fiscal cost of the project will be public safety at $3 million (55% of costs in 2030), accounting
for allocations from housing units and other land uses. It should be noted that the costs driven primarily by
residents, which include administrative municipal costs, culture, and leisure, and additional public safety
costs, are $1.4 million in annual fiscal costs in 2030 (Year 17), almost a quarter of the overall fiscal costs.

The Village 2 Amendment is projected to generate an annual net fiscal cost to the City in eight out of the 17
years leading up to 2030, but is then expected to generate an ongoing annual positive net fiscal impact after
2025 (Year 12). There are three major inflection points for the net fiscal costs between 2014 and 2030, a
net fiscal trough in Year 1, a revenue peak in Year 2 and net fiscal cost trough in Year 9. Each inflection
point can be explained by the absorption of residential units and overall commercial and residential mix
of the SPA. Residential units carry high fiscal costs, in terms of services required by residents. However, at
a certain price point, the property taxes generated by residential units can support its higher municipal
service costs. Due to the recent recession, Chula Vista home prices have not supported their municipal
service costs for the last few of years, but rising prices are improving the fiscal viability of residential units,
particularly for higher priced single family units. Existing development within Village 2 generates an
estimated net fiscal impact of approximately -$42,000 annually. The Year 2 net fiscal revenue peak is
generated as a balanced mix of single-family and multi-family units are absorbed (and revenues are
received). Between Year 3 and Year 10, a growing number of mid-priced multi-family units are absorbed
generating increasing annual net fiscal costs. Annual fiscal costs become negative in Year 6 as the limited
number of single family units are absorbed and the mix of residential units becomes primarily multi-family.
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The negative trough in 2022, Year 9, is a combination of the residential mix and the addition of the CPF
acres in this year.

Commercial retail and industrial uses are expected to be absorbed based on market demand. Industrial
uses are expected be absorbed across a 15+ year period, starting in Year 4 (2017). Beyond Year 9
(2022), industrial absorption and anticipated real growth in single family and multi-family home prices
help to gradually increase the annual net fiscal revenues over costs. At Future Build Out, if and when it
occurs, the Village 2 Amendment will generate +$430,000 in annual fiscal revenues to the City of Chula Vista.
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Figure 18: Village 2 Amendment Fiscal Impact

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Future

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
2014 Dollar Inflation Factor 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069
Revenues
Property Taxes $196,041 $196,041 $640,826 $758,400 $895,342  $1,061,087 $1,231,664 $1,370,768 $1,499,186 $1,631,958 $1,768,354 §$1,872,288 $1,948,860 $2,019,337 $2,092,853 $2,169,382 $2,253,515 $2,286,930 $2,436,294
Property Transfer Taxes $101,897 $101,897 $239,271 $89,243 $104,969 $126,364 $136,361 $127,847 $128,242 $136,238 $144,157 $133,123 $122,949 $122,144 $125,945 $129,849 $136,248 $112,622 $160,856
MVLF Revenues $139,828 $457,076 $540,937 $638,612 $756,831 $878,497 $977,714  $1,069,310 $1,164,011  $1,261,297 $1,335,429 $1,390,045 $1,440,313 $1,492,749 $1,547,334 $1,607,343 $1,631,176 $1,651,753 $1,737,712
Sales and Use Tax $187,987 $240,688 $301,804 $368,862 $443,950 $519,038 $579,047 $633,964 $688,881 $743,817 $782,614 $804,552 $825,926 $847,300 $868,674 $892,055 $892,450 $892,450 $897,772
Other Revenues $95,807 $192,087 $254,392 $331,988 $420,534 $509,081 $564,843 $608,150 $651,457 $694,764 $726,409 $749,757 $768,822 $787,888 $806,953 $827,460 $831,456 $831,456 $885,405
Total Annual Revenues $721,560 $1,187,790 $1,977,230 $2,187,104 $2,621,626 $3,094,067 $3,489,629 $3,810,038 $4,131,777 $4,468,073 $4,756,963 $4,949,765 $5,106,870 $5,269417 $5441,759 $5626,089 $5744,845 $5775210 $6,118,040
Expenditures
Retail (SF) $0 $0 $0 $0 $67,827 $135,655 $169,568 $169,568 $169,568 $169,568 $169,568 $220,439 $220,439 $220,439 $220,439 $220,439 $220,439 $220,439 $220,439
Industrial (Acres) $0 $0 $0 $8,175 $16,349 $24,524 $32,699 $40,873 $49,048 $57,223 $65,397 $73,572 $81,747 $89,921 $98,096 $106,271 $114,445 $114,445 $224,803
Park (Acres) $14,762 $30,357 $40,428 $52,453 $65,276 $78,099 $85,744 $91,728 $97,712 $103,695 $107,904 $110,198 $112,492 $114,786 $117,079 $119,593 $119,593 $119,593 $119,593
Population (Persons) $211,303 $357,136 $453,324 $555,717 $670,522 $785,326 $883,686 $976,771  $1,069,856 $1,162,941 $1,228,411  $1,264,093 $1,299,776 $1,335,458 $1,371,141 $1,410,236 $1,410,236 $1,410,236 $1,410,236
Open Space (Acres) $5,229 $10,753 $14,321 $18,923 $23,809 $28,694 $34,009 $36,472 $38,934 $42,426 $44,260 $45,416 $46,571 $47,727 $48,882 $50,116 $50,459 $50,459 $56,304
Public Use (Acres) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $67,168 $67,168 $67,168 $97,699 $97,699 $97,699 $97,699 $97,699 $97,699 $97,699 $97,699 $97,699 $109,912
Expenditures Allocated to DUs $101,757 $171,985 $218,306 $267,615 $322,902 $378,188 $425,555 $470,382 $515,208 $560,035 $591,563 $608,747 $625,930 $643,114 $660,297 $679,125 $679,125 $679,125 $679,125
(excl. Public Safety)
Public Safety Costs Allocated to DUs $429,798 $726,429 $922,079 $1,130,351  $1,363,869 $1,597,386 $1,797,454 $1,986,792 $2,176,131 $2,365,469 $2,498,637 $2,571,217 $2,643,797 $2,716,377 $2,788,957 $2,868,479 $2,868,479 $2,868,479 $2,868,479
Total Annual Expenditures $762,848 $1,296,660 $1,648457 $2,033,234 $2,530,553 $3,027,872 $3,495883 $3,839,754 $4,183,626 $4,559,057 $4,803,440 $4,991,381 $5,128,451 $5,265,520 $5402,590 $5,551,957 $5,560474 $5560,474 $5,688,890
Net Fiscal Impact ($41,288) ($108,870)  $328,773 $153,870 $91,073 $66,195 ($6,254) ($29.716) ($51,849) ($90,984) ($46,477) ($41,616) ($21,580) $3,897 $39,168 $74,132 $184,370 $214,735 $429,149

Source: HR&A
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Base Village 2 SPA
Figure 19 presents the annual net fiscal impacts of the approved Base Village 2 SPA.

Using the methodology described above, the Base Village 2 SPA is expected to generate approximately
$4.3 million in annual revenues in 2030 (Year 17). When all the industrial space is absorbed (Future
Build Out), Village 2 Amendment is expected to generate annual fiscal revenues of $4.8 million.

Similar to the Village 2 Amendment scenario, property taxes are the greatest source of revenues, followed
by MVLF In-Lieu revenues. In 2030, property taxes and property transfer taxes combine to generate an
estimated $1.7 million in annual fiscal receipts. MVLF In-Lieu Fees are also based on growth in assessed
value and are expected to generate approximately $1.2 million in annual fiscal receipts.

The Base Village 2 SPA is projected to generate $3.7 million in annual fiscal costs to the City of Chula
Vista in 2030 (Year 17). At Future Build Out, annual fiscal costs increase by $200,000. The greatest
fiscal cost of the project will be public safety, which accounts for $2.2 million (55% of costs in 2030),
accounting for allocations from housing units and other land uses. It should be noted that the costs driven
primarily by residents, which include administrative municipal costs, culture, and leisure, and additional
public safety costs, are $925,000 million in annual fiscal costs in 2030 (Year 17), almost a quarter of the
overall fiscal costs.

The Base Village 2 SPA is projected to have a current annual net fiscal cost and a fiscal cost in Year 1, but is
then expected to generate positive annual net fiscal impacts. In 2030, the annual fiscal impact is projected to
be approximately +$830,000 to the City of Chula Vista. Similar to the net fiscal impacts of the Village 2
Amendment, there is a peak in fiscal revenues in Year 2 and a decline in net fiscal impacts for a period
thereafter, again increasingly steadily from Year 6. However, annual net fiscal impacts, beyond the first
two years, are strictly positive and continue to grow.

Existing development in Village 2 generates an estimated net fiscal impact of approximately -$40,000
annually. In 2014 (Year 1), the annual net fiscal costs increase as almost 1,150 residential units and 3,700
residents are added, but property tax revenues are not received by the City until the following year.
When property taxes are received for the higher priced homes sold the previous year, increased property
taxes generate a net annual fiscal impact of +$370,000. The addition of single-family and multi-family
units between 2015 (Year 2) and 2019 (Year 6) decrease the net fiscal impacts, but both the mix of
single-family and multi-family units yielding a lower density development compared to the Village 2
Amendment program, support positive net fiscal impacts. The lowest period of the annual net fiscal
impacts is in Year 6, when most residential units have been absorbed. From Year 6 forward, the Base
Village 2 SPA’s net fiscal impacts generally trend upward as a result of ongoing industrial absorption and
real growth in housing prices. At Future Build Out, if and when it occurs, the Base Village 2 SPA is expected
to generate +$830,000 in annual fiscal revenues to the City of Chula Vista.
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Figure 19: Base Village 2 SPA Net Fiscal Impacts

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Future

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
2014 Dollar Inflation Factor 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069
Revenves
Property Taxes $196,041 $196,041 $640,526  $757,904  $894,626 $1,060,041 $1,230,144 $1,399,743  $1,449,194 $1,465,483 §$1,483,652 $1,503,601 $1,525,246 $1,548,511 $1,573,327 $1,599,638 $1,627,392 $1,656,545 $1,832,547
Property Transfer Taxes $101,897  $101,897  $239,271 $89,243  $104,969  $126,364  $136,361 $143,843 $88,930 $74,015 $75,641 $77,303 $79,000 $80,735 $82,507 $84,318 $86,168 $88,059  $154,556
MVLF Revenues $139,828  $456,862  $540,583  $638,102  $756,085  $877,413  $998,381 $1,033,653 $1,045271 $1,058,230 $1,072,459 $1,087,898 $1,104,491 $1,122,192 $1,140,959 $1,160,754 $1,181,548 $1,198,655 $1,307,083
Sales and Use Tax $187,987  $240,688  $301,804  $368,862  $443950  $519,038  $593,750  $610,661 $611,055  $611,449  $611,843  $612,237  $612,632  $613,026  $613,420  $613,814  $614,209  $614,209  $621,658
Other Revenues $95,807  $216,339  $294,521 $389,737  $497,676  $605615  $710,699  $737,175  $741,171  $745167  $749,163  $753,159  $757,156  $761,152  $765148  $769,144  $773,141  $773,141  $847,224
Total Annual Revenues $721,559 $1,211,827 $2,016705 $2,243,847 $2,697,306 $3,188,471 $3,669,336 $3,925074 $3,935621 $3,954,345 $3,992,759 $4,034,199 $4,078,525 $4,125615 $4,175361 $4,227,669 $4,282,458 $4,330,608 $4,763,068
Expenditures
Retail (SF) $0 $0 $0 $0 $67,827  $135655  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $169,568  $220,439
Industrial (Acres) $0 $0 $0 $8,175 $16,349 $24,524 $32,699 $40,873 $49,048 $57,223 $65,397 $73,572 $81,747 $89,921 $98,096  $106,271  $114,445  $114,445  $257,229
Park (Acres) $10,616 $24,957 $34,247 $45,166 $56,888 $68,610 $80,332 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021 $83,021
Population (Persons) $211,303  $357,136  $453,324  $555717  $670,522  $785326  $900,131 $925,574  $925,574  $925,574  $925574  $925574  $925,574  $925574  $925574  $925,574  $925574  $925574  $925,574
Open Space (Acres) $4,998 $11,751 $16,125 $21,605 $27,897 $34,900 $42,138 $43,743 $44,082 $44,420 $44,759 $45,097 $45,436 $45,775 $46,113 $46,452 $46,791 $46,791 $59,437
Public Use (Acres) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $21,372 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313 $56,313
Expenditures Allocated to DUs $101,757  $171,985  $218,306  $267,615  $322,902  $378,188  $433,474  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727  $445727
(excl. Public Safety)
Public Safety Costs Allocated to [ $429,798  $726,429  $922,079 $1,130,351 $1,363,869 $1,597,386 $1,830,904 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656 $1,882,656
Total Annual Expenditures $758,472  $1,292,258 $1,644,080 $2,028,630 $2,526,254 $3,045961 $3,545558 $3,647,475 $3,655989 $3,664,502 $3,673,015 $3,681,528 $3,690,042 $3,698,555 $3,707,068 $3,715582 $3,724,095 $3,724,095 $3,930,395
Net Fiscal Impact ($36,912)  ($80,431)  $372,625  $215217  $171,052  $142,510  $123778  $277,599  $279,632  $289,843  $319,743  $352,670  $388,483  $427,060  $468,293  $512,088  $558,363  $606,513  $832,672

Source: HR&A

HR&A Advisors, Inc.
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Comparison of the Village 2 Amendment and Base Village 2 SPA
Overall, the Base SPA generates greater positive net fiscal impacts to the City of Chula Vista relative to
the Village 2 Amendment.

It should be noted that although the Base Village 2 SPA and Village 2 Amendment utilize the same
absorption schedule for the first five years, the Base Village 2 SPA remains positive during this period due
to revenues attributed to the amount of developed residential acres. The Base SPA has more residential
lot acreage (and lower density) relative to the Village 2 Amendment which, using the SPA Fiscal
Framework, generates greater fiscal revenues to the City.

With a greater number of residential units overall, the Village 2 Amendment generates greater fiscal
revenues relative to the Base SPA, but also generates higher costs in terms of public safety and costs
driven by population.

In 2030 (Year 17), the Village 2 Amendment is projected to generate $5.8 million in annual fiscal
revenues to the City of Chula Vista, relative to $4.3 million in annual fiscal revenues for the Base Village 2
SPA. However, the Village 2 Amendment also generates an estimated $5.6 million in annual fiscal costs,
primarily from public safety costs, resulting in a net fiscal impact of +$215,000. The Base Village 2 SPA

is expected to generate $3.7 million in fiscal costs, resulting in an estimated annual net fiscal impact of
+$606,000 in 2030.

Between 2014 and 2030, the Village 2 Amendment generates net fiscal cost of +$560,000 in present value,

at a discount rate of 4 percent. During that same period, the Base Village 2 SPA generates a net fiscal
revenue of $3.7 million in present value, at a discount rate of 4 percent.
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Table A-1

Proposed Land Use Program

Base Village 2 Amended Village 2

Land Use SPA SPA

Single Family Residential Units 674 (159.8 Ac.) 604 (120.7 Ac.)
Baldwin & Sons (B&S) Product 451 (112.1 Ac) 381 (73.0 Ac.)
Other Developers 223 (47.7 Ac.)* 223 (47.7 Ac.)*

Multi-Family Residential Units 2,309 (174.3 Ac) 3,941 (225.40 Ac.)
B& S MF - For Sale 1,042 (86.8 Ac.) 1,711 (109.0 Ac.)
B&S MF - Rental 320 (23.6 Ac) 930.0 (38.5 Ac.)
B& S Mixed Use (Rental) 60 (8.5 Ac.) 413 (22.5 Ac.)
Other Developer - MF For Sale 461 (39.2 Ac.)* 461 (39.2 Ac.)*
Other Developer Rental 426 (16.2 Ac.)* 426 (16.2 Ac.)*

Industrial Acres 94.40 82.50

Mixed Use and Commercial SF 130,000 130,000

Mixed Use Retail SF ( MUT- MU3) 30,000 30,000

Shopping Center Retail SF 100,000 (12.5 Ac) 100,000

Park Acres' 587 70.9
Park Acres Attributable to Other Villages 31.6 31.6
Park in Lieu Fee Acres 0.0 0.262
Park Acres Attributed to Village 2 27.1 39.0

CPF 6.30 12.6

School 10.3 19.8

Public Safety 0.0 0.0

Subtotal Developed Acres 469.8 485.4

Open Space 204.6 212.9

Other Acres/ROW 59.5 63.5

Future Development Acres® 31.9 4.0

Total Acres 765.8 765.8

Population

Single Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 2,184 1,957

Multi Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 7,481 12,769

Total Est. Population 9,665 14,726

Employment Employes Per Unit

Retail SF/Emp 400 Per SF 325 325

General Industrial 12.3 Per Ac. 466 408

Research/Limited Industrial 20.9 Per Ac. 1,184 1,035

Total Est. Employmenti 1,976 1,768

'Park acres include 46.5 acres of park requariement that will be satisfied in Village 4.

2Excludes the park acres that will be satisfied in Village 4.

3Evaluated as Open Space for purposes of this analysis.

*Other developers hold 1,110 dwelling units. The Developer estimated the distribution of acres based on existing units.

Source: Developer, City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table A-2
Land Use Absorption Schedule

Comprehensive V2 Amendment

Future

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Build

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year9 Year10  Year 11 Year 12  Year 13 Year 14  Year 15 Year 16  Year 17 Out
Cumulative Land Use Program
Single Family Residential Units 247 327 377 447 517 587 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604
Multi-Family Residential Units 434 824 1,084 1,344 1,644 1,944 2,244 2,544 2,844 3,144 3,355 3,470 3,585 3,700 3,815 3,941 3,941 3,941 3,941
MF For Sale 111 376 576 776 996 1,216 1,436 1,656 1,876 2,076 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172
MF Rental 323 448 508 568 648 728 808 888 968 1,068 1,183 1,298 1,413 1,528 1,643 1,769 1,769 1,769 1,769
(includes Multi-Use Residential)
Industrial Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0 12.0 15.0 18.0 21.0 24.0 27.0 30.0 33.0 36.0 39.0 42.0 42.0 82.5
Retail Commercial SF 0 0 0 0O 40,000 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000
Parks 8.8 18.0 24.0 31.1 38.7 46.3 50.8 54.4 57.9 61.5 64.0 65.3 66.7 68.1 69.4 70.9 70.9 70.9 70.9
Park Acres Attributable to Village 2 4.8 9.9 13.2 17.1 21.3 25.5 28.0 29.9 31.9 33.8 35.2 36.0 36.7 37.5 38.2 39.0 39.0 39.0 39.0
CPF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 12.60
School 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8
Public Safety 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal Developed Acres 45.7 94.0 125.2 165.5 208.2 251.0 297 .4 319.0 340.5 371.1 387.1 397.2 407.3 417 .4 427.5 438.3 441.3 441.3 485.4
Open Space 20.1 41.2 54.9 72.6 91.3 110.1 130.5 139.9 149.4 162.7 169.8 174.2 178.6 183.1 187.5 192.2 193.6 193.6 212.9
Other Acres/ROW 6.0 12.3 16.4 217 27.2 32.8 38.9 41.7 44.5 48.5 50.6 52.0 53.3 54.6 55.9 57.3 57.7 57.7 63.5
Future Development Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0
Total Acres 71.8 147.6 196.6 259.7 326.8 393.9 466.8 500.6 534.4 582.3 607.5 623.4 639.2 655.1 671.0 687.9 692.6 692.6 765.8
Cumulative Population
Single Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 800 1,059 1,221 1,448 1,675 1,902 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957 1,957
Multi Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 1,406 2,670 3,512 4,355 5,327 6,299 7,271 8,243 9,215 10,187 10,870 11,243 11,615 11,988 12,361 12,769 12,769 12,769 12,769
Total Est. Population 2,206 3,729 4,734 5,803 7,002 8,200 9,228 10,200 11,172 12,144 12,827 13,200 13,572 13,945 14,318 14,726 14,726 14,726 14,726
Cumulative Employment
Retail SF/Emp@ 400 0 0 0 0 100 200 250 250 250 250 250 325 325 325 325 325 325 325 325
General Industrial, Emp /Acre 12 0 0 0 15 30 44 59 74 89 104 119 133 148 163 178 193 207 207 408
Research/Limited Ind., Emp/Acre 21 0 0 0 38 75 113 151 188 226 263 301 339 376 414 452 489 527 527 1,035
Total Est. Employment 0 0 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 797 850 902 954 1,007 1,059 1,059 1,768

Source: Developer and HR&A



HRA,

Table A-3
Employment Density Calculation

FAR Units Per Building Employees/
Land Use Estimate Acre Employmnet Factor Efficiency  Occupancy Acre
Retail 0.30 FAR 13,068 400 SF/Emp 80% 90% 23.52
Office 0.80 FAR 34,848 250 SF/Emp 80% 90% 100.36
General Industrial 0.35 FAR 15,246 1000 SF/Emp 90% 90% 12.35
Research/Limited Industrial 0.40 FAR 17,424 600 SF/Emp 80% 90% 20.91
Source: City of Chula Vista, CoStar, HR&A
Table A-4
Commecial Asssessed Value Calculation

Admin

FAR Units Per Mo. Rent Building Occupancy  /Vacancy Net
Commercial Land Uses Estimate Acre /SF Efficiency Rate Cost Income/SF Cap Rate Assessed Value Per Unit
Mixed Use Retail $1.85 80% 90% 5% $15.18 8.0% $189.81 Per SF
Shopping Center Retail 0.30 FAR 13,068 SF $2.25 80% 90% 5% $18.47 8.0% $230.85 Per SF
Office 0.80 FAR 34,848 SF $2.00 80% 90% 20% $13.82 7.50% $6,423,183 Per Acre
General Industrial 0.35 FAR 15,246 SF $0.60 90% 90% 10% $5.25 7.75% $1,032,557 Per Acre
Research/Limited Industrial 0.40 FAR 17,424 SF $0.95 80% 90% 10% $7.39 7.75% $1,660,833 Per Acre

Source: CoStar, CB Richard Ellis Cap Rate Survey, Developers and HR&A



Table A-5
Chula Vista - Expenditure Real Inflation At:liusimenil
5 Year
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Average
Population 216,961 223,604 227,850 231,157 234,011
Households 70,916 73,365 74,527 75,259 75,752
City Staff 1,169 1,227 1,264 1,249 1,110
Revenues (Actuals) $137,763,583 $157,809,965 $161,564,721 $153,938,093 $140,502,938
Expenditures (Actuals) $142,195,531 $160,826,968 $166,056,406 $155,021,736 $140,365,277
CPI (San Diego Area) 220.6 228.1 233.3 242.3 242.3
Expenditure /Capita $655.40 $719.25 $728.80 $670.63 $599.82
Revenues/Capita $634.97 $705.76 $709.08 $665.95 $600.41
2009 CPI Adjustment Factor 1.10 1.06 1.04 1.00 1.00
Exp/Cap in 2009 Dollars $719.87 $764.02 $756.91 $670.63 $599.82
Rev/Cap in 2009 Dollars $697.43 $749.69 $736.44 $665.95 $600.41
Expenditure Adjustment Factor 120% 127% 126% 112% 100% 117%
Revenue Adjustment Factor 116% 125% 123% 111% 100% 115%
(Relative to 2009 Levels)

'Provided by the City of Chula Vista
Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table A-6
Citywide Cost Factors by F\.mciion/Depmtmenl1

Land Uses
Population Retail Office Hotel Industrial Parks ( per acre) Public Use Open Space Other Residential

(Per Person) (Per Acre) (Per Acre) (Per Acre) (Per Acre) Private Public (Per Acre) (Per Acre) (Per Acre) (Per DU)
Legislative and Administration
City Council $2.00
Boards and Commissions
City Clerk $1.37
City Attorney $80.11 $86.52 $51.21 $21.13 $12.11
Administration $0.29 $0.35
Management and Information Services $4.60
Human Resources
Development and Maintenance Services
Economic Development Function $0.00 $301.43 $325.55 $192.68 $79.51 $0.00
Planning and Building Services $0.00 $203.44 $219.57 $130.70 $55.00 $31.70 $30.69
Engineering $274.44 $145.29 $64.57 $27.44 $15.53 $16.85 $3.07
Public Works $5,914.17 $3,131.03 $1,391.57 $591.42 $69.58 $347.89 $347.89 $68.43
General Services
Public Safety
Police (Excluding Residential) $11.01 $6,836.27 $6,836.27 $6,836.27 $1,006.09 $2,202.49 $2,202.49 $2,202.49
Fire (Excluding Residential) $1.05 $2,917.22 $2,917.22 $2,917.22 $396.88 $160.46 $160.46 $160.46 $160.46 $160.46
Culture and Leisure
Parks and Recreation $18.90
Library $37.32 $4.77
Nature Center
Sub-Total Unit Cost $76.53 $16,527.08 $13,661.45 $11,584.21 $2,177.48 $160.46 $2,448.06 $2,710.85 $160.46 $2,759.40 $119.40
Acre to SF Density Adjustment Factors 0.00008
Total - Density Adjusted Unit Costs $76.53 $1.36 $13,661.45 $11,584.21 $2,177.48 $160.46 $2,448.06 $2,710.85 $160.46 $2,759.40 $119.40

'All Cost Factors and Subtotal Cost factors provided by the City
Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table A-7
Dwelling Unit Public Safety Costs
Comprehensive V2 Amendment

Future Build

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Out
Project Residential Units 681 1,151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,848 3,148 3,448 3,748 3,959 4,074 4,189 4,304 4,419 4,545 4,545 4,545 4,545
Current Service Costs
Police Service Costs/ DU $293.70
Fire Service Costs/ DU $210.64
Annual Public Safety (Allocated to Project Dwelling Units)
Police $200,010 $338,049 $429,096 $526,017 $634,686 $743,355 $836,458 $924,568 $1,012,678 $1,100,788 $1,162,758 $1,196,534 $1,230,309 $1,264,085 $1,297,860 $1,334,867 $1,334,867 $1,334,867 $1,334,867
Fire $143,446 $242,447 $307,745 $377,256 $455,193 $533,130 $599,903 $663,095 $726,287 $789,479 $833,924 $858,147 $882,371 $906,595 $930,818 $957,359 $957,359 $957,359 $957,359
Total Annual Public Safety Costs $343,456 $580,495 $736,841 $903,273 $1,089,879 $1,276,485 $1,436,360 $1,587,662 $1,738,964 $1,890,266 $1,996,682 $2,054,681 $2,112,680 $2,170,679 $2,228,678 $2,292,225 $2,292,225 $2,292,225 $2,292,225

Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table A-8
Expenditure Summary (2009 $)

Comprehensive V2 Amendment

Future
Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
Expense Drivers Unit Cost
Dwelling Units 681 1,151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,848 3,148 3,448 3,748 3,959 4,074 4,189 4,304 4,419 4,545 4,545 4,545 4,545
Population 2,206 3,729 4,734 5,803 7,002 8,200 9,228 10,200 11,172 12,144 12,827 13,200 13,572 13,945 14,318 14,726 14,726 14,726 14,726
Retail (SF) 0 (o] 0 (o] 40,000 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000
Industrial Acres 0 (o] 0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33 36 39 42 42 83
Hotel Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Park Acres 4.8 9.9 13.2 171 21.3 25.5 28.0 29.9 31.9 33.8 35.2 36.0 36.7 37.5 38.2 39.0 39.0 39.0 39.0
Open Space & ROW Acres' 26.0 53.6 71.3 94.2 118.6 142.9 169.4 181.6 193.9 211.3 220.4 226.2 231.9 237.7 243.4 249.6 251.3 251.3 280.4
Public Use Acres (School and Public Safety) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.8 19.8 19.8 28.8 28.8 28.8 28.8 28.8 28.8 28.8 28.8 28.8 324
Other Acres/ ROW
Expenditure Adjustment Factor 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117%
Retail (SF) $1.36 $0 $0 $0 $0 $63,457 $126,914 $158,643 $158,643 $158,643 $158,643 $158,643 $206,235 $206,235 $206,235 $206,235 $206,235 $206,235 $206,235 $206,235
Industrial (Acres) $2,177.48 $0 $0 $0 $7,648 $15,296 $22,944 $30,592 $38,240 $45,888 $53,536 $61,184 $68,832 $76,479 $84,127 $91,775 $99,423 $107,071 $107,071 $210,319
Park (Acres) $2,448.06 $13,811 $28,401 $37,823 $49,073 $61,070 $73,067 $80,219 $85,817 $91,416 $97,014 $100,952 $103,098 $105,244 $107,390 $109,536 $111,887 $111,887 $111,887 $111,887
Population (Persons) $76.53 $197,688 $334,125 $424,115 $519,911 $627,319 $734,726 $826,748 $913,836  $1,000,923  $1,088,010  $1,149,262  $1,182,645 $1,216,028  $1,249,412  $1,282,795  $1,319,372  $1,319,372  $1,319,372  $1,319,372
Open Space & ROW (Acres) $160.46 $4,892 $10,060 $13,398 $17,704 $22,275 $26,845 $31,818 $34,122 $36,426 $39,693 $41,408 $42,489 $43,571 $44,652 $45,733 $46,887 $47,207 $47,207 $52,676
Public Use (Acres) $2,710.85 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $62,841 $62,841 $62,841 $91,404 $91,404 $91,404 $91,404 $91,404 $91,404 $91,404 $91,404 $91,404 $102,830
Expenditures All i to DUs (excluding Public Safety) $119.40 $95,200 $160,904 $204,240 $250,372 $302,096 $353,821 $398,136 $440,074 $482,012 $523,951 $553,447 $569,524 $585,600 $601,677 $617,753 $635,367 $635,367 $635,367 $635,367
Public Safety Costs Allocated to DUs $402,106 $679,624 $862,667  $1,057,520  $1,275,992  $1,494,463  $1,681,640 $1,858,779  $2,035918  $2,213,057 $2,337,645 $2,405,548  $2,473,452  $2,541,355  $2,609,258  $2,683,657  $2,683,657  $2,683,657  $2,683,657
Total Est. Annual Expenditures (2009 Dollars) $713,697  $1,213,113  $1,542,243  $1,902,229  $2,367,504  $2,832,780  $3,270,636  $3,592,351 $3,914,066  $4,265,308  $4,493,945  $4,669,776  $4,798,014  $4,926,252  $5,054,490  $5,194,233  $5,202,202  $5,202,202  $5,322,343

'Includes Future Development Acres
Source: HR&A



Table A-9

City of Chula Vista - Discretionary Revenues (Based on the FY 2009 Amended Budget)

Non-Departmental Revenue Categories

Discretionary Revenues

Program Revenues Net Revenves

Revenve Distribution

Amended Budget 2009 (Estimate) Fixed Revenues  Variable Revenues
Property Taxes
Current Taxes - Secured $28,363,165 $28,363,165 $28,363,165
State Secured - Unitary $300,000 $300,000 $300,000
Current Taxes - Unsecured $979,200 $979,200 $979,200
Delinquent Taxes $590,000 $590,000 $590,000
Subtotal $30,232,365 $0 $30,232,365 $0 $30,232,365
Other Local Taxes
Sales and Use Taxes $29,677,977 $29,677,977 $29,677,977
Franchise Fees $8,732,093 $8,732,093 $8,732,093
Utility Taxes $7,122,095 $7,122,095 $7,122,095
Business License Tax $1,322,847 $1,322,847 $1,322,847
Transient Occupancy Taxes $2,752,514 $2,752,514 $2,752,514
Real Property Transfer Tax $841,402 $841,402 $841,402
Subtotal $50,448,928 $0 $50,448,928 $0 $50,448,928
Use of Money and Property
Subtotal $4,163,212 $0 $4,163,212 $4,163,212 $0
Revenues from other Agencies
Sales Tax: Public Safety Augment $875,347 $875,347 $875,347
State Homeowners Property Tax Relief $282,800 $282,800 $282,800
State Motor Vehicle Licenses $20,215,866 $20,215,866 $20,215,866
Other Revenues from other Agencies $4,324,532 $4,324,532 $4,324,532
Subtotal $25,698,545 $25,698,545 $25,698,545
Charges for Services'
Subtotal $8,854,774 $0 $8,854,774 $8,854,774 $0
Other Revenues (less CIP)2
Subtotal $10,580,609 $0 $10,580,609 $10,580,609 $0
Transfers In
Subtotal $12,272,473 $0 $12,272,473 $12,272,473 $0
Total Discretionary Revenues (Less CIP Transfers) $142,250,906 $0 $142,250,906 $35,871,068 $106,379,838

1 . .
Includes Licenses and Permits

2Other Revenue excludes funds from the CIP fund. Fines, Forfeitures, and Penalties are included in this category.

Source: City of Chula Vista



Table A-10
Chula Vista - Other Discretionary Revenue Allocation Factors (Based on 2009 Information)

2009 Citywide Conditions

Population 226,694

Dwelling Units 78,615

Employees 71,153

Land Uses Developed Acres Employees AV Share (Estimates)
(estimated)

Commercial (Retail and Office) 2,048 46,842 25%

Industrial 917 21,162 8%

Residential 9,565 67%

Subtotal Taxable 12,530 68,004

Other (Parks, Public/Quasi-public, Open Space) 7171 3,149

Total 19,702 71,153

Incremental Revenue Factors by Development Unit

Revenue Category 2009 Revenves Allocation Method Share Allocation Units

Property Taxes

Current Taxes - Secured $28,363,165 Calculated Separately

State Secured - Unitary $300,000 Commercial AV 25% $36.61 Acres
Industrial AV 8% $26.17 Acres
Residential AV 67% $21.01 Acres

Current Taxes - Unsecured $979,200 Commercial AV 25% $119.51 Acres
Industrial AV 8% $85.42 Acres
Residential AV 67% $68.59 Acres

Delinquent Taxes $590,000 Commercial AV 25% $72.01 Acres
Industrial AV 8% $51.47 Acres
Residential AV 67% $41.33 Acres

Other Local Taxes

Sales and Use Taxes $29,677,977 Calculated Separately

Franchise Fees' $8,732,093 Commercial Land 7% $298.40 Acres
Industrial Land 3% $285.66 Acres
Residential Land 90% $821.63 Acres

Utility Taxes' with Adiustmenf2 $6,777,386 Commercial Land 9% $297.77 Acres
Industrial Land 4% $295.62 Acres
Residential Land 87% $616.45 Acres

Business License Tax $1,322,847 Employees (Non-Public) $19.45 Employees

Transient Occupancy Taxes $2,752,514 Not Included

Real Property Transfer Tax $841,402 Calculated Separately

Revenues from Other Agencies

Sales Tax: Public Safety Augment $875,347 People $3.86 Person
State Homeowners Property Tax Relief $282,800 Dwelling Units $3.60 DU
State Motor Vehicle Licenses $20,215,866 Calculated Separately
Total Discretionary Revenues $101,710,597
Summary of Other Discretionary Revenue Factors
Commercial (Acres) $824.30
Retail Commercial (SF) $0.07
Industrial (Acres) $744.34
Residential (Acres) $1,569.01
Residential (DU) $3.60
Employees $19.45
Population $3.86

' As presented in SPA Fiscal Impact Framework, allocation share by land use based on FIND model estimates
2 Utility User's Tax has been adjusted to account for a change in the wireless utility users' rate from 5.00% to 4.75%, effective March 2014 and an expected

reduction of 4% annually in demand for taxable services.
Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table A-11

Proj d Program A d Value

Comprehensive V2 Amendment

HRA

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Balance Future
Year 0' Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 of SPA Build Out
Est. Assessed
Value Per
Cumulative Program Assessed Value Unit (Millions $)
Land Use
Single Family Residential Units $465,000 $92.3 $244.4 $267.6 $300.2 $332.7 $365.3 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 $373.2 373.2
MF For Sale $305,000 31.0 1457 206.7 267.7 334.8 401.9 469.0 536.1 603.2 664.2 693.5 693.5 693.5 693.5 693.5 693.5 693.5 693.5 693.5 693.5
Total For Sale Product $123.3 $390.1 $474.3 $567.9 $667.5 $767.2 $842.2 $909.3 $976.4 $1,037.4 $1,066.6 $1,066.6 $1,066.6 $1,066.6 $1,066.6 $1,066.6 $1,066.6 $1,066.6 $1,066.6 $1,066.6
MF Rental (including Mixed Use Units) $280,000 50.0 175.4 192.2 209.0 231.4 253.8 276.2 298.6 321.0 349.0 381.2 413.4 445.6 477.8 510.0 545.3 5453 5453 5453 5453
Industrial Acres” $1,409,523 0.0 0.0 4.2 8.5 12.7 16.9 21.1 25.4 29.6 33.8 38.1 42.3 46.5 50.7 55.0 59.2 59.2 1163 1163
Mixed Use Retail Commercial SF° $221 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 17.6 221 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 28.7 28.7 28.7 28.7 28.7 28.7 28.7 28.7 28.7
Total Income Generating Product $50.0 $175.4 $192.2 $213.3 $248.7 $284.2 $315.2 $341.8 $368.5 $400.7 $437.1 $480.2 $516.6 $553.0 $589.5 $629.0 $633.2 $633.2 $690.3 $690.3
Total Assessed Value $173.3 $565.5 $666.6 $781.1 $916.2 $1,051.3 $1,157.4 $1,251.1 $1,344.8 $1,438.1 $1,503.8 $1,546.8 $1,583.3 $1,619.7 $1,656.1 $1,695.6 $1,699.8 $1,699.8 $1,756.9 $1,756.9

1Exisﬁng Units are included at their current assessed value.

2 Industrial Assesssed Value is a blended value for general industrial (40%) and research/limited industrial (60%)

®Retail Assessed Value includes blended value for shopping center retail (75%) and mixed-use retail (25%)

Source: HR&A



Table A-12

Property Tax Estimate

Comprehensive V2 Amendment

HRA

Future Build
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Balance of SPA Out
(Value)
Annual For Sale Product AV (Millions) $123.3 $266.7 $84.3 $93.6 $99.7 $99.7 $75.0 $67.1 $67.1 $61.0 $29.3 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Annual Income Generating Product AV (Millions) $50.0 $125.4 $16.8 $21.0 $35.5 $35.5 $31.0 $26.6 $26.6 $32.2 $36.4 $43.0 $36.4 $36.4 $36.4 $39.5 $4.2 $0.0 $57.1
Future
Appreciation Factor: Annual Rate Yro Yri Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yré Yr7 Yrs Yr9 Yr10 Yri1 Yr12 Yr13 Yr14 Yr15 Yr16 Yr17  Balance of SPA Build Out
Real Appreciation Rate 2.00% 100% 100% 102% 104% 106% 108% 110% 113% 115% 17% 120% 122% 124% 127% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 143%
Proposition 13 AV Limitation less Inflation of 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Residential Annual Turnover Rate 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Commercial Tumover Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
For Sale Residential Product
Year Property First Sold:
Yr O $123.3 $123.3 $123.58 $124.0 $1247 $125.6 $126.7 $127.9 $129.3 $130.8 $132.4 $134.2 $136.1 $138.2 $140.3 $142.6 $144.9 $147.3 $149.9 $152.5
Yri $266.74 $267.27 $268.3 $269.8 $271.7 $273.9 $276.6 $279.6 $282.9 $286.5 $290.3 $294.5 $298.8 $303.5 $308.3 $313.4 $318.7 $324.1 $329.8
Yr2 $85.94 $86.1 $86.4 $86.9 $87.5 $88.3 $89.1 $90.1 $91.1 $92.3 $93.5 $94.9 $96.3 $97.8 $99.3 $101.0 $102.7 $104.4
Yr3 $97.3 $97.5 $97.9 $98.4 $99.1 $100.0 $100.9 $102.0 $103.2 $104.5 $105.9 $107.4 $109.0 $1107 $112.5 $1143 $116.3
Yr 4 $105.7 $106.0 $106.4 $107.0 $107.7 $108.6 $109.7 $110.8 $112.1 $113.6 $115.1 $116.7 $118.5 $120.3 $122.2 $124.2
Yr5 $107.9 $108.1 $108.5 $109.1 $109.9 $110.8 $111.9 $113.1 $114.4 $115.8 $117.4 $119.1 $120.8 $122.7 $1247
Yré $82.8 $83.0 $83.3 $83.8 $84.3 $85.1 $85.9 $86.8 $87.8 $88.9 $90.1 $91.4 $92.8 $94.2
Yr7 $75.6 $75.7 $76.0 $76.4 $77.0 $77.6 $78.4 $79.2 $80.1 $81.2 $82.2 $83.4 $84.7
Yr8 $77.1 $77.2 $77.5 $78.0 $78.5 $79.2 $79.9 $80.8 $81.7 $82.8 $83.9 $85.1
Yr9 $71.5 $71.6 $71.9 $72.3 $72.8 $73.4 $74.1 $74.9 $75.8 $76.8 $77.8
Yr10 $34.99 $35.06 $35.20 $35.39 $35.64 $35.94 $36.29 $36.68 $37.11 $37.58
Yr11 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yri12 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yr13 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yr14 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yr15 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yri1é $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yr17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Incremental Build Out $0.00 $0.00
Future Build Out $0.00
For Sale Residential Assessed Value (Millions) $123.3 $390.1 $476.8 $575.8 $684.2 $795.9 $883.8 $965.9 $1,050.8 $1,131.6 $1,177.4 $1,189.7 $1,203.3 $1,218.3 $1,234.4 $1,251.7 $1,270.1 $1,289.5 $1,309.9 $1,331.3




Table A-12 (Cont.)
Property Tax Estimate

Comprehensive V2 Amendment

HRA

Future Build
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Balance of SPA Out
(Value)
Annual For Sale Product AV (Millions) $123.3 $266.7 $84.3 $93.6 $99.7 $99.7 $75.0 $67.1 $67.1 $61.0 $29.3 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Annual Income Generating Product AV (Millions) $50.0 $125.4 $16.8 $21.0 $35.5 $35.5 $31.0 $26.6 $26.6 $32.2 $36.4 $43.0 $36.4 $36.4 $36.4 $39.5 $4.2 $0.0 $57.1
Future
Appreciation Factor: Annual Rate Yro0 Yr1 Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yré6 Yr7 Yr8 Yr9 Yr10 Yrll Yr12 Yri13 Yr14 Yr15 Yr16 Yr17 Balance of SPA Build Out
Real Appreciation Rate 2.00% 100% 100% 102% 104% 106% 108% 110% 113% 115% 17% 120% 122% 124% 127% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 143%
Proposition 13 AV Limitation less Inflation of 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Residential Annual Turover Rate 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Commercial Tunover Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Commercial and Rental Residential Product
Year Property First Sold:
Yro $50.00 $50.00 $50.1 $50.1 $50.3 $50.5 $50.7 $51.0 $51.3 $51.7 $52.1 $52.5 $53.0 $53.5 $54.1 $54.7 $55.3 $56.0 $56.7 $57.4
Yri $125.44 $125.6 $125.8 $126.2 $126.7 $127.2 $128.0 $128.8 $129.7 $130.7 $131.8 $133.0 $134.3 $135.7 $137.2 $138.8 $140.4 $142.2 $144.1
Yr2 $17.14 $17.2 $17.2 $17.2 $17.3 $17.4 $17.5 $17.6 $17.7 $17.9 $18.0 $18.2 $18.3 $18.5 $18.7 $19.0 $19.2 $19.4
Yr3 $21.88 $21.9 $21.9 $22.0 $22.1 $22.2 $22.3 $22.5 $22.6 $22.8 $23.0 $23.2 $23.4 $23.7 $23.9 $24.2 $24.5
Yr 4 $37.62 $37.7 $37.7 $37.8 $38.0 $38.2 $38.4 $38.6 $38.9 $39.2 $39.5 $39.9 $40.3 $40.7 $41.1 $41.6
Yr5 $38.37 $38.4 $38.5 $38.6 $38.7 $38.9 $39.1 $39.4 $39.7 $40.0 $40.3 $40.7 $41.1 $41.5 $42.0
Yré $34.27 $34.3 $34.4 $34.5 $34.6 $34.8 $35.0 $35.2 $35.4 $35.7 $36.0 $36.3 $36.7 $37.1
Yr7 $29.99 $30.0 $30.1 $30.2 $30.3 $30.4 $30.6 $30.8 $31.0 $31.2 $31.5 $31.8 $32.1
Yr8 $30.59 $30.6 $30.68 $30.77 $30.88 $31.03 $31.20 $31.40 $31.62 $31.87 $32.14 $32.43
Yr9 $37.76 $37.8 $37.9 $38.0 $38.1 $38.3 $38.5 $38.8 $39.0 $39.3 $39.7
Yri1o $43.54 $43.6 $437 $43.8 $44.0 $44.2 $44.4 $44.7 $45.0 $45.4
Yril $52.47 $52.53 $52.63 $52.78 $52.98 $53.23 $53.52 $53.86 $54.24
Yri2 $45.29 $45.34 $45.43 $45.56 $45.73 $45.95 $46.20 $46.49
Yri3 $46.20 $46.25 $46.34 $46.47 $46.65 $46.87 $47.12
Yri4 $47.12 $47.17 $47.26 $47.40 $47.58 $47.80
Yri15 $52.13 $52.18 $52.29 $52.44 $52.64
Yri1é $5.69 $5.70 $5.71 $5.72
Yr17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Incremental Development $79.93 $80.01
Build Out $0.00
Commercial and Rental Residential Assessed Value (Millions) $50.0 $175.4 $192.8 $215.0 $253.2 $292.4 $327.7 $359.1 $391.3 $431.1 $477.0 $532.3 $580.8 $630.7 $682.1 $739.0 $750.1 $756.0 $842.5 $849.7
Total Assessed Value (Residential and Commercial) (Millions) $173.3 $565.5 $669.5 $790.8 $937.4 $1,088.3 $1,211.5 $1,324.9 $1,442.1 $1,562.7 $1,654.4 $1,722.0 $1,784.2 $1,849.0 $1,916.5 $1,990.7 $2,020.2 $2,045.6 $2,152.4 $2,181.0
Less Base Assessed Value (0.9) (1.8) (2.4) (3.2) (4.1) (4.9) (5.8) (6.2) (6.6) (7.2) (7.6) (7.8) (8.0) (8.1) (8.3) (8.6) (8.6) (8.6) (9.5) (9.5)
Incremental AV (Residential and Commercial) (Millions) $172.4 $563.7 $667.1 $787.5 $933.3 $1,083.4 $1,205.7 $1,318.7 $1,435.5 $1,555.4 $1,646.9 $1,714.2 $1,776.2 $1,840.9 $1,908.2 $1,982.2 $2,011.6 $2,037.0 $2,143.0 $2,171.5
Total Incremental Property Taxes Collected' 1.00% $1,724,374 $1724,374  $5636,692 $6,670,866 $7,875408  $9,333,290 $10,833,686  $12,057,236  $13,186,797  $14,354,658  $15,554,397  $16,468,600  $17,142,123  $17,762,035  $18,408,678  $19,081,828  $19,821,860  $20,115773  $20,369,523  $21,429,583
Property Tax Share to the City 10.636% $183,410 $183,410 $599,537 $709,535 $837,654 $992,719 $1,152,306 $1,282,446 $1,402,590 $1,526,807 $1,654,415 $1,751,653 $1,823,291 $1,889,227 $1,958,006 $2,029,604 $2,108,317 $2,139,578 $2,166,568 $2,279,319




Table A-13

Annual Property Transfer Tax Estimate

Comprehensive V2 Amendment

Balance of Future Build

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17  Development Out
Annual For Sale Product AV (Millions) $123.3 $266.7 $84.3 $93.6 $99.7 $99.7 $75.0 $67.1 $67.1 $61.0 $29.3 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Annual Income Generating Product AV (Millions) $50.0 $125.4 $16.8 $21.0 $35.5 $35.5 $31.0 $26.6 $26.6 $32.2 $36.4 $43.0 $36.4 $36.4 $36.4 $39.5 $4.2 $0.0 $57.1
Future Build
Appreciation Factor: Annual Rate Yrl Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yré Yr7 Yr8 Yr9 Yr10 Yr11 Yri12 Yr13 Yr14 Yr15 Yr16 Yr17 Yr18 Yr19 Out
Real Appreciation Rate 2.00% 100% 100% 102% 104% 106% 108% 110% 113% 115% 117% 120% 122% 124% 127% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 143%
Residential Annual Turnover Rate 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Commercial Turnover Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
For Sale Residential Product
Year Property First Sold:
Yro $67,831 $6,783 $6,919 $7,057 $7,198 $7,342 $7,489 $7,639 $7,792 $7,947 $8,106 $8,269 $8,434 $8,603 $8,775 $8,950 $9,129 $9,312 $9,498 $9,688
Yr1 $146,704 $14,964 $15,263 $15,568 $15,880 $16,197 $16,521 $16,852 $17,189 $17,533 $17,883 $18,241 $18,606 $18,978 $19,357 $19,744 $20,139 $20,542 $20,953
Yr2 $47,264 $4,821 $4,917 $5,016 $5,116 $5,218 $5,323 $5,429 $5,538 $5,649 $5,761 $5,877 $5,994 $6,114 $6,236 $6,361 $6,488 $6,618
Yr3 $53,531 $5,460 $5,569 $5,681 $5,794 $5,910 $6,028 $6,149 $6,272 $6,397 $6,525 $6,656 $6,789 $6,925 $7,063 $7,205 $7,349
Yr 4 $58,162 $5,933 $6,051 $6,172 $6,296 $6,422 $6,550 $6,681 $6,815 $6,951 $7,090 $7,232 $7,376 $7,524 $7,674 $7,828
Yr5 $59,325 $6,051 $6,172 $6,296 $6,422 $6,550 $6,681 $6,815 $6,951 $7,090 $7,232 $7,376 $7,524 $7,674 $7,828
Yré $45,546 $4,646 $4,739 $4,833 $4,930 $5,029 $5,129 $5,232 $5,336 $5,443 $5,552 $5,663 $5,776 $5,892
Yr7 $41,561 $4,239 $4,324 $4,410 $4,499 $4,589 $4,680 $4,774 $4,870 $4,967 $5,066 $5,168 $5,271
Yr8 $42,392 $4,324 $4,410 $4,499 $4,589 $4,680 $4,774 $4,870 $4,967 $5,066 $5,168 $5,271
Yro9 $39,309 $4,010 $4,090 $4,172 $4,255 $4,340 $4,427 $4,515 $4,606 $4,698 $4,792
Yrio $19,246 $1,963 $2,002 $2,042 $2,083 $2,125 $2,167 $2,211 $2,255 $2,300
Yrii $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yris $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yrié $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri17 $0 $0 $0
Balance of Development $0 $0
Future Build Out $0
For Sale Residential Property Transfer Taxes $67,831 $153,487 $69,147 $80,672 $91,306 $99,065 $92,132 $93,724 $99,838 $102,228 $87,432 $71,513 $72,943 $74,402 $75,890 $77,408 $78,956 $80,535 $82,146 $83,789




Table A-13 (Cont.)

Annual Property Transfer Tax Estimate

Comprehensive V2 Amendment

Balance of Future Build

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17  Development Out
Annual For Sale Product AV (Millions) $123.3 $266.7 $84.3 $93.6 $99.7 $99.7 $75.0 $67.1 $67.1 $61.0 $29.3 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Annual Income Generating Product AV (Millions) $50.0 $125.4 $16.8 $21.0 $35.5 $35.5 $31.0 $26.6 $26.6 $32.2 $36.4 $43.0 $36.4 $36.4 $36.4 $39.5 $4.2 $0.0 $57.1
Future Build
Appreciation Factor: Annual Rate Yrl Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yré Yr7 Yr8 Yr9 Yr10 Yr11 Yri12 Yr13 Yr14 Yr15 Yr16 Yr17 Yr18 Yr19 Out
Real Appreciation Rate 2.00% 100% 100% 102% 104% 106% 108% 110% 113% 115% 117% 120% 122% 124% 127% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 143%
Residential Annual Turnover Rate 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Commercial Turnover Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
G ial and Rental Residential Product
Year Property First Sold:
Yro $27,501 $1,375 $1,403 $1,431 $1,459 $1,488 $1,518 $1,549 $1,579 $1,611 $1,643 $1,676 $1,710 $1,744 $1,779 $1,814 $1,851 $1,888 $1,925 $1,964
Yri $68,992 $3,519 $3,589 $3,661 $3,734 $3,809 $3,885 $3,963 $4,042 $4,123 $4,205 $4,289 $4,375 $4,462 $4,552 $4,643 $4,736 $4,830 $4,927
Yr2 $9,425 $481 $490 $500 $510 $520 $531 $541 $552 $563 $574 $586 $598 $610 $622 $634 $647 $660
Yr3 $12,033 $614 $626 $638 $651 $664 $678 $691 $705 $719 $733 $748 $763 $778 $794 $810 $826
Yr4 $20,692 $1,055 $1,076 $1,098 $1,120 $1,142 $1,165 $1,188 $1,212 $1,236 $1,261 $1,286 $1,312 $1,338 $1,365 $1,392
Yrs $21,106 $1,076 $1,098 $1,120 $1,142 $1,165 $1,188 $1,212 $1,236 $1,261 $1,286 $1,312 $1,338 $1,365 $1,392
Yré $18,849 $961 $981 $1,000 $1,020 $1,041 $1,061 $1,083 $1,104 $1,126 $1,149 $1,172 $1,195 $1,219
Yr7 $16,493 $841 $858 $875 $893 $911 $929 $947 $966 $986 $1,005 $1,025 $1,046
Yr8 $16,823 $858 $875 $893 $911 $929 $947 $966 $986 $1,005 $1,025 $1,046
Yr9 $20,768 $1,059 $1,080 $1,102 $1,124 $1,147 $1,169 $1,193 $1,217 $1,241 $1,266
Yr10 $23,945 $1,221 $1,246 $1,271 $1,296 $1,322 $1,348 $1,375 $1,403 $1,431
Yr1l $28,860 $1,472 $1,501 $1,531 $1,562 $1,593 $1,625 $1,658 $1,691
Yri12 $24,912 $1,271 $1,296 $1,322 $1,348 $1,375 $1,403 $1,431
Yri13 $25,410 $1,296 $1,322 $1,348 $1,375 $1,403 $1,431
Yr14 $25,918 $1,322 $1,348 $1,375 $1,403 $1,431
Yri15 $28,672 $1,462 $1,492 $1,521 $1,552
Yrié $3,130 $160 $163 $166
Yri7 $0 $0 $0
Balance of Development $43,964 $2,242
Build Out $0
Commercial and Rental Residential Property Transfer Tax $27,501 $70,367 $14,346 $17,533 $26,916 $28,510 $27,477 $26,255 $27,622 $32,641 $37,114 $43,514 $41,330 $43,428 $45,592 $50,061 $26,409 $23,904 $68,346 $27,112
Total Annual Property Taxes to the City $95,332 $95,332 $223,854 $83,493 $98,206 $118,222 $127,575 $119,609 $119,980 $127,460 $134,869 $124,546 $115,027 $114,274 $117,830 $121,482 $127,469 $105,365 $104,440 $150,492

Source: HR&A



Table A-14
Motor Vehicle License Fee Estimates

Comprehensive V2 Amendment

Future

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
Motor Vehicle In Lieu Fee (MVLF) Adjustment
Base Year (2004) Assessed Valuation of the City (Millions; $15,596
Base Year (2004) Motor Vehicle In Lieu Fee Adjustment (MVLF) (Millions] $11.8
Cumulative AV of New Development (Millions) $173.3 $565.5 $669.5 $790.8 $937.4 $1,088.3 $1,211.5 $1,324.9 $1,442.1 $1,562.7 $1,654.4 $1,722.0 $1,784.2 $1,849.0 $1,916.5 $1,990.7 $2,020.2 $2,045.6 $2,152.4
AV Adijustment of Base Value (Millions) ($0.9) ($1.8) ($2.4) ($3.2) ($4.1) ($4.9) ($5.8) ($6.2) ($6.6) ($7.2) ($7.6) ($7.8) ($8.0) ($8.1) ($8.3) ($8.6) ($8.6) ($8.6) ($9.5)
Adjusted Cumulative AV Development (Millions) $172.4 $563.7 $667.1 $787.5 $933.3 $1,083.4 $1,205.7 $1,3187 $1,435.5 $1,555.4 $1,646.9 $1,714.2 $1,776.2 $1,840.9 $1,908.2 $1,982.2 $2,011.6 $2,037.0 $2,143.0
Cumulative Citywide AV Growth (Millions) $15,769 $16,160 $16,263 $16,384 $16,530 $16,680 $16,802 $16,915 $17,032 $17,152 $17,243 $17,310 $17,372 $17,437 $17,504 $17,578 $17,608 $17,633 $17,739
Percent Increase in AV 1.11% 3.61% 4.28% 5.05% 5.98% 6.95% 7.73% 8.46% 9.20% 9.97% 10.56% 10.99% 11.39% 11.80% 12.23% 12.71% 12.90% 13.06% 13.74%
Cumulative MVLF generated by the Project $130,819  $427,626  $506,083  $597,465 $708,067  $821,894  $914,718 $1,000,412 $1,089,011 $1,180,029 $1,249,385 $1,300,481 $1,347,511 $1,396,568 $1,447,636 $1,503,779 $1,526,076 $1,545,327 $1,625,748
Total Annual MVLF Fees $130,819  $427,626  $506,083  $597,465 $708,067  $821,894  $914,718 $1,000,412 $1,089,011 $1,180,029 $1,249,385 $1,300,481 $1,347,511 $1,396,568 $1,447,636 $1,503,779 $1,526,076 $1,545,327 $1,625,748

' As presented in the SPA Fiscal Impact Framework

Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



HRA

Table A-15
Estimated Onsite Retail Sales Tax

Average Est. HH Income’

Single Family Units $107,000
Multi Family Units
MF For Sale $70,000
MF Rental $70,364
Comprehensive V2 i
Future Build
Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Out
Households
Single Family Units 247 327 377 447 517 587 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604
Multi Family Units
MF For Sale 111 376 576 776 996 1,216 1,436 1,656 1,876 2,076 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172
MF Rental 323 448 508 568 648 728 808 888 968 1,068 1,183 1,298 1,413 1,528 1,643 1,769 1,769 1,769 1,769
Total Units 681 1,151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,848 3,148 3,448 3,748 3,959 4,074 4,189 4,304 4,419 4,545 4,545 4,545 4,545
Employees [ 0 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 797 850 902 954 1,007 1,059 1,059 1,768
Aggregate HH Income $56,926,455  $92,831,909 $116,403,727 $142,115,545 $170,634,636 $199,153,727 $222,001,818 $243,030,909 $264,060,000 $285,096,364 $299,908,182 $308,000,000 $316,091,818 $324,183,636 $332,275,455 $341,141,273 $341,141,273 $341,141,273 $341,141,273
Average Annual Income /HH $83,592 $80,653 $79,674 $79,350 $78,961 $78,686 $77,950 $77,202 $76,584 $76,066 $75,754 $75,601 $75,458 $75,321 $75,192 $75,059 $75,059 $75,059 $75,059
Countywide Income /HH? $83,935
Countywide Retail Exp/HH® $36,583
Retail Expenditure/HH Adij. Factor for SPA 100% 96% 95% 95% 94% 94% 93% 92% 91% 91% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 89% 89% 89% 89%
Village Two Avg. Retail Expenditure /HH $36,434 $35,153 $34,726 $34,585 $34,415 $34,295 $33,975 $33,649 $33,379 $33,154 $33,017 $32,951 $32,888 $32,829 $32,773 $32,714 $32,714 $32,714 $32,714
Gross Retail Sales of Residents
Neighborhood Center 33% $8,187,811  $13,352,143 $16,742,511  $20,440,677  $24,542,618  $28,644,559  §$31,930,832  $34,955475 $37,980,119  $41,005808  $43,136,213  $44,300,070  $45,463,928  $46,627,785 $47,791,643  $49,066,826  $49,066,826  $49,066,826  $49,066,826
Community Center 20% 4,962,310 8,092,208 10,146,976 12,388,289 14,874,314 17,360,339 19,352,019 21,185,136 23,018,254 24,852,005 26,143,159 26,848,527 27,553,896 28,259,264 28,964,632 29,737,470 29,737,470 29,737,470 29,737,470
Regional Center 4% 992,462 1,618,442 2,029,395 2,477,658 2,974,863 3,472,068 3,870,404 4,237,027 4,603,651 4,970,401 5,228,632 5,369,705 5,510,779 5,651,853 5,792,926 5,947,494 5,947,494 5,947,494 5,947,494
Super Regional Center 7% 1,736,808 2,832,273 3,551,442 4,335,901 5,206,010 6,076,119 6,773,207 7,414,798 8,056,389 8,698,202 9,150,106 9,396,985 9,643,863 9,890,742 10,137,621 10,408,115 10,408,115 10,408,115 10,408,115
Other Centers 36% 8,932,158 14,565,974 18,264,557 22,298,921 26,773,765 31,248,610 34,833,634 38,133,246 41,432,857 44,733,609 47,057,687 48,327,349 49,597,012 50,866,675 52,136,337 53,527,446 53,527,446 53,527,446 53,527,446
Onsite Capture
Neighborhood Center 60% $4,912,687 $8,011,286 $10,045,506  $12,264,406  $14,725571  $17,186,735  §19,158,499  $20,973,285  $22,788,071  $24,603,485 $25881,728 $26,580,042  $27,278,357  $27,976,671  $28,674,986  $29,440,095 $29,440,095  $29,440,095  $29,440,095
Community Center 30% $1,488,693 $2,427,662 $3,044,093 $3,716,487 $4,462,294 $5,208,102 $5,805,606 $6,355,541 $6,905,476 $7,455,601 $7,842,948 $8,054,558 $8,266,169 $8,477,779 $8,689,390 $8,921,241 $8,921,241 $8,921,241 $8,921,241
Regional Center 0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Super Regional Center 0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Other Centers 10% $893,216 $1,456,597 $1,826,456 $2,229,892 $2,677,377 $3,124,861 $3,483,363 $3,813,325 $4,143,286 $4,473,361 $4,705,769 $4,832,735 $4,959,701 $5,086,667 $5,213,634 $5,352,745 $5,352,745 $5,352,745 $5,352,745
Gross Retail Sales from SPA Employees
Annual Expenditure /Employee $1,175
Onsite Capture
Neighborhood Center 30% $0 $0 $0 $18,490 $72,231 $125,971 $162,086 $180,577 $199,067 $217,558 $236,048 $280,976 $299,466 $317,957 $336,447 $354,937 $373,428 $373,428 $623,048
Community Center 0% o [¢] [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢]
Regional Center 0% [ [¢] [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢]
Super Regional Center 0% [ [¢] [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢]
Other Centers 10% [ 0 0 6,163 24,077 41,990 54,029 60,192 66,356 72,519 78,683 93,659 99,822 105,986 112,149 118,312 124,476 124,476 207,683
Total Taxable Retail Sales % Taxable
Neighborhood Center 64% $3,144,120 $5,127,223 $6,429,124 $7,861,054 $9,470,593  $11,080,132  $12,365,175  $13,538,472  $14,711,769 $15885,467 $16,715376 $17,191,051  §17,649,807 $18,108,562 $18,567,317  $19,068,821  §19,080,655 $19,080,655 $19,240,412
Community Center 77% 1,146,294 1,869,300 2,343,951 2,861,695 3,435,967 4,010,238 4,470,316 4,893,767 5,317,217 5,740,813 6,039,070 6,202,010 6,364,950 6,527,890 6,690,830 6,869,356 6,869,356 6,869,356 6,869,356
Regional Center 97% o [¢] [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢]
Super Regional Center 100% o [¢] [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢] o [¢]
Other Centers 97% 866,419 1,412,900 1,771,662 2,168,974 2,620,410 3,071,846 3,431,271 3,757,311 4,083,352 4,409,504 4,640,918 4,778,602 4,907,738 5,036,873 5,166,009 5,306,925 5,312,904 5,312,904 5,393,614
Total Taxable Retail Sales $5,156,833 $8,409,423 $10,544,738  $12,891,723  $15,526,969  $18,162,216  $20,266,762  $22,189,549  $24,112,337  $26,035,784  $27,395,364  $28,171,663  $28,922,494  $29,673,325 $30,424,156  $31,245,102  $31,262,914  $31,262,914  $31,503,382
Annual Sales Taxes to the City @ 1% $51,568 $84,094 $105,447 $128,917 $155,270 $181,622 $202,668 $221,895 $241,123 $260,358 $273,954 $281,717 $289,225 $296,733 $304,242 $312,451 $312,629 $312,629 $315,034

'Derived based on estimate of mortgage payment as 25% of income and 20 percent down.
2American Community Survey 2009

3Board of Equalization 2009 Annual Data per county capita

Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table A-16
Estimated Offsite Retail Sales Tax

Average Est. HH Income'

HRA

Single Family Units $107,000
Multi Family Units

MF For Sale $70,000

MF Rental $70,364

Comprehensive V2 Amendment
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17
Future Build Out

Households
Single Family Units 247 327 377 447 517 587 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604 604
Multi Family Units

MF For Sale 1m 376 576 776 996 1,216 1,436 1,656 1,876 2,076 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172 2,172

MF Rental 323 448 508 568 648 728 808 888 968 1,068 1,183 1,298 1,413 1,528 1,643 1,769 1,769 1,769 1,769

MF Mixed Use 0 o [¢] o [ [ [ o [ [ [¢] o ] 0o ] [ ] [ o
Total Units 681 1,151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,848 3,148 3,448 3,748 3,959 4,074 4,189 4,304 4,419 4,545 4,545 4,545 4,545
Employees 0 0o 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 797 850 902 954 1,007 1,059 1,059 1,768
Aggregate HH Income $56,926,455 $92,831,909 $116,403,727 $142,115,545 $170,634,636 $199,153,727 $222,001,818 $243,030,909 $264,060,000 $285,096,364 $299,908,182 $308,000,000 $316,091,818 $324,183,636 $332,275,455 $341,141,273 $341,141,273 $341,141,273  $341,141,273
Average Annual Income/HH $83,592 $80,653 $79,674 $79,350 $78,961 $78,686 $77,950 $77,202 $76,584 $76,066 $75,754 $75,601 $75,458 $75,321 $75,192 $75,059 $75,059 $75,059 $75,059
Countywide Income/HH2 $83,935
Countywide Retail Exp/HH® $36,583
Retail Expenditure/HH Adj. Factor for SPA 100% 96% 95% 95% 94% 94% 93% 92% 91% 91% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 89% 89% 89% 89%
Project Avg. Retail Expenditure /HH $36,434  $35,152.95 $34,726 $34,585 $34,415 $34,295 $33,975 $33,649 $33,379 $33,154 $33,017 $32,951 $32,888 $32,829 $32,773 $32,714 $32,714 $32,714 $32,714
Gross Retail Sales of Residents
Neighborhood Center 33% $8,187,811 $13,352,143 $16,742,511 $20,440,677 $24,542,618  $28,644,559 $31,930,832  $34,955,475 $37,980,119 $41,005808  $43,136,213  $44,300,070  $45,463,928  $46,627,785  $47,791,643  $49,066,826  $49,066,826  $49,066,826 $49,066,826
Community Center 20% 4,962,310 8,092,208 10,146,976 12,388,289 14,874,314 17,360,339 19,352,019 21,185,136 23,018,254 24,852,005 26,143,159 26,848,527 27,553,896 28,259,264 28,964,632 29,737,470 29,737,470 29,737,470 29,737,470
Regional Center 4% 992,462 1,618,442 2,029,395 2,477,658 2,974,863 3,472,068 3,870,404 4,237,027 4,603,651 4,970,401 5,228,632 5,369,705 5,510,779 5,651,853 5,792,926 5,947,494 5,947,494 5,947,494 5,947,494
Super Regional Center 7% 1,736,808 2,832,273 3,551,442 4,335,901 5,206,010 6,076,119 6,773,207 7,414,798 8,056,389 8,698,202 9,150,106 9,396,985 9,643,863 9,890,742 10,137,621 10,408,115 10,408,115 10,408,115 10,408,115
Other Centers 36% 8,932,158 14,565,974 18,264,557 22,298,921 26,773,765 31,248,610 34,833,634 38,133,246 41,432,857 44,733,609 47,057,687 48,327,349 49,597,012 50,866,675 52,136,337 53,527,446 53,527,446 53,527,446 53,527,446
Off Site Share
Neighborhood Center 40% $0  $5340,857  $6,697,004  $8,176,271 $9,817,047  $11,457,823 $12,772,333  $13,982,190  $15,192,047 $16,402,323  $17,254,485  $17,720,028  $18,185,571 $18,651,114  $19,116,657  $19,626,730  $19,626,730  $19,626,730 $19,626,730
Community Center 70% $0  $5664,546  $7,102,883  $8,671,803 $10,412,020 $12,152,237 $13,546,413  $14,829,595 $16,112,778 $17,396,403  $18,300,211 $18,793,969  $19,287,727  $19,781,485  $20,275,242  $20,816,229  $20,816,229  $20,816,229 $20,816,229
Regional Center 100% $0  $1,618,442  $2,029,395  $2,477,658 $2,974,863 $3,472,068 $3,870,404 $4,237,027 $4,603,651 $4,970,401 $5,228,632 $5,369,705 $5,510,779 $5,651,853 $5,792,926 $5,947,494 $5,947,494 $5,947,494 $5,947,494
Super Regional Center 100% $1 $2,832,273  $3,551,442  $4,335,901 $5,206,010 $6,076,119 $6,773,207 $7,414,798 $8,056,389 $8,698,202 $9,150,106 $9,396,985 $9,643,863 $9,890,742  $10,137,621 $10,408,115  $10,408,115  $10,408,115 $10,408,115
Other Centers 90% $32,791 $13,109,377 $16,438,101 $20,069,029 $24,096,389  $28,123,749 §$31,350,271  $34,319,921 $37,289,571 $40,260,248  $42,351,918  $43,494,614  $44,637,311 $45,780,007  $46,922,704  $48,174,702  $48,174,702  $48,174,702 $48,174,702
Chula Vista Capture
Neighborhood Center 80%  $6,550,249  $4,272,686  $5,357,603  $6,541,017 $7,853,638 $9,166,259 $10,217,866  $11,185,752 $12,153,638 $13,121,859  $13,803,588  $14,176,022  $14,548,457  $14,920,891 $15,293,326  $15,701,384  §$15,701,384  $15,701,384 $15,701,384
Community Center 80%  $3,969,848  $4,531,636  $5,682,307  $6,937,442 $8,329,616 $9,721,790 $10,837,131  §$11,863,676  $12,890,222 $13,917,123  $14,640,169  $15,035,175  $15,430,182  $15,825,188  $16,220,194  $16,652,983  $16,652,983  $16,652,983 $16,652,983
Regional Center 70% $694,723  $1,132,909  $1,420,577  $1,734,361 $2,082,404 $2,430,447 $2,709,283 $2,965919 $3,222,556 $3,479,281 $3,660,042 $3,758,794 $3,857,545 $3,956,297 $4,055,048 $4,163,246 $4,163,246 $4,163,246 $4,163,246
Super Regional Center 60%  $1,042,085  $1,699,364  $2,130,865  $2,601,541 $3,123,606 $3,645,671 $4,063,924 $4,448,879 $4,833,833 $5,218,921 $5,490,063 $5,638,191 $5,786,318 $5,934,445 $6,082,573 $6,244,869 $6,244,869 $6,244,869 $6,244,869
Other Centers 40%  $3,572,863  $5,243,751 $6,575,241 $8,027,611 $9,638,555  $11,249,499  $12,540,108  $13,727,968 $14,915,828 $16,104,099  $16,940,767  $17,397,846  $17,854,924  $18,312,003  $18,769,081 $19,269,881 $19,269,881 $19,269,881 $19,269,881




Table A-16 (Cont.)
Estimated Offsite Retail Sales Tax

Average Est. HH Income'

HRA

Single Family Units $107,000
Multi Family Units
MF For Sale $70,000
MF Rental $70,364
Comprehensive V2 Amendment
Future
Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
Gross Retail Sales from SPA Employees
Annual Expenditure /Employee $1,175
Offsite Spending
Neighborhood Center 25% $0 $0 $0 $15,409 $60,192 $104,976 $135,072 $150,481 $165,889 $181,298 $196,707 $234,147 $249,555 $264,964 $280,372 $295,781 $311,190 $311,190 $519,206
Community Center 20% 0 0 0 12,327 48,154 83,981 108,058 120,385 132,711 145,038 157,365 187,317 199,644 211,971 224,298 236,625 248,952 248,952 415,365
Regional Center 0% 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Super Regional Center 0% 0 o 0 0 9 0o 9 0o 0 0 0 0 [¢] [ ] [ [ ] ]
Other Centers 15% 0 9] 0 9,245 36,115 62,986 81,043 90,288 99,534 108,779 118,024 140,488 149,733 158,978 168,223 177,469 186,714 186,714 311,524
Chula Vista Capture
Neighborhood Center 80% $0 $0 $0 $12,327 $48,154 $83,981 $108,058 $120,385 $132,711 $145,038 $157,365 $187,317 $199,644 $211,971 $224,298 $236,625 $248,952 $248,952 $415,365
Community Center 80% $0 $0 $0 $9,862 $38,523 $67,185 $86,446 $96,308 $106,169 $116,031 $125,892 $149,854 $159,715 $169,577 $179,438 $189,300 $199,161 $199,161 $332,292
Regional Center 70% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Super Regional Center 60% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Other Centers 40% $0 $0 $0 $3,698 $14,446 $25,194 $32,417 $36,115 $39,813 $43,512 $47,210 $56,195 $59,893 $63,591 $67,289 $70,987 $74,686 $74,686 $124,610
Taxable Retail Sales % Taxable
Neighborhood Center 64%  $4,192,159  $2,734,519  $3,428,866  $4,194,140 $5,057,147 $5,920,153 $6,608,591 $7,235,927 $7,863,264 $8,490,814 $8,935,010 $9,192,537 $9,438,784.64 $9,685,032 $9,931,279.12  $10,200,326 $10,208,215.05  $10,208,215 $10,314,720
Community Center 77%  $3,056,783  $3,489,360  $4,375376  $5,349,424 $6,443,467 $7,537,510 $8,411,154 $9,209,188 $10,007,221 $10,805,528  $11,369,867  $11,692,472  $12,004,221 $12,315969  $12,627,717  $12,968,558 $12,976,151 $12,976,151 $13,078,662
Regional Center 97% $673,882  $1,098,922  $1,377,959  $1,682,330 $2,019,932 $2,357,534 $2,628,004 $2,876,942 $3,125,879 $3,374,902 $3,550,241 $3,646,030 $3,741,819 $3,837,608 $3,933,397 $4,038,348 $4,038,348 $4,038,348 $4,038,348
Super Regional Center 100%  $1,042,085  $1,699,364  $2,130,865  $2,601,541 $3,123,606 $3,645,671 $4,063,924 $4,448,879 $4,833,833 $5,218,921 $5,490,063 $5,638,191 $5,786,318 $5,934,445 $6,082,573 $6,244,869 $6,244,869 $6,244,869 $6,244,869
Other Centers 97%  $3,465,677  $5,086,438  $6,377,983  $7,790,370 $9,363,412  $10,936,453  $12,195,350  $13,351,161 $14,506,973 $15,663,182  $16,478,337  $16,930,420  $17,377,373  $17,824,326  $18,271,280  $18,760,642 $18,764,229  $18,764,229 $18,812,655
Total Taxable Retail Sales $12,430,586 $14,108,603 $17,691,050 $21,617,804 $26,007,563  $30,397,321 $33,907,024  $37,122,097 $40,337,170 $43,553,348  $45,823,519  $47,099,650  $48,348,515  $49,597,380  $50,846,245  $52,212,743 $52,231,813  $52,231,813 $52,489,254
Annual Sales Taxes to the City @ 1% $124,306 $141,086 $176,911 $216,178 $260,076 $303,973 $339,070 $371,221 $403,372 $435,533 $458,235 $470,997 $483,485 $495,974 $508,462 $522,127 $522,318 $522,318 $524,893

'Derived based on estimate of mortgage payment as 25% of income and 20 percent down.
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Table A-17
Village Two A d t - R y (2009 $)
Comprehensive V2 Amendment
Future

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
Revenue Drivers
Population(Persons) 2,206 3,729 4,734 5,803 7,002 8,200 9,228 10,200 11,172 12,144 12,827 13,200 13,572 13,945 14,318 14,726 14,726 14,726 14,726
Private Employment (Employees) 0 0 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 797 850 902 954 1,007 1,059 1,059 1,768
Dwelling Units 681 1,151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,848 3,148 3,448 3,748 3,959 4,074 4,189 4,304 4,419 4,545 4,545 4,545 4,545
Retail Commercial (SF) 0 0 0 0 40,000 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000
Industrial Land (Acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0 12.0 15.0 18.0 21.0 24.0 27.0 30.0 33.0 36.0 39.0 42.0 42.0 82.5
Residential Land (Acres) 42.7 87.9 117.0 151.8 188.9 226.0 248.1 265.5 282.8 300.1 3123 318.9 325.6 332.2 338.8 346.1 346.1 346.1 346.1

Revenue

Annual Revenues Factors
Revenue Adjustment Factor 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115%
Population(Persons) $3.86 $9,791 $16,548 $21,005 $25,750 $31,069 $36,389 $40,946 $45,259 $49,573 $53,886 $56,919 $58,573 $60,226 $61,880 $63,533 $65,344 $65,344 $65,344 $65,344
Private Employment (Employees) $19.45 $0 $0 $0 $1,173 $4,581 $7,989 $10,279 $11,452 $12,624 $13,797 $14,969 $17,819 $18,991 $20,164 $21,336 $22,509 $23,682 $23,682 $39,512
Dwelling Units $3.60 $2,815 $4,758 $6,040 $7,404 $8,933 $10,463 $11,773 $13,014 $14,254 $15,494 $16,366 $16,842 $17,317 $17,792 $18,268 $18,789 $18,789 $18,789 $18,789
Retail Commercial (SF) $0.07 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,107 $6,213 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $10,097 $10,097 $10,097 $10,097 $10,097 $10,097 $10,097 $10,097
Industrial (Acres) $744.34 $0 $0 $0 $2,566 $5,132 $7,698 $10,265 $12,831 $15,397 $17,963 $20,529 $23,095 $25,661 $28,228 $30,794 $33,360 $35,926 $35,926 $70,569
Residential Land (Acres) $1,569.01 $77,028 $158,405 $210,956 $273,705 $340,616 $407,528 $447,419 $478,644 $509,868 $541,093 $563,054 $575,024 $586,993 $598,962 $610,932 $624,046 $624,046 $624,046 $624,046
Property Taxes $183,410 $183,410 $599,537 $709,535 $837,654 $992,719  $1,152,306  $1,282,446 $1,402,590 $1,526,807 $1,654,415 $1,751,653 $1,823,291 $1,889,227 $1,958,006 $2,029,604 $2,108,317 $2,139,578 $2,279,319
Property Transfer Taxes $95,332 $95,332 $223,854 $83,493 $98,206 $118,222 $127,575 $119,609 $119,980 $127,460 $134,869 $124,546 $115,027 $114,274 $117,830 $121,482 $127,469 $105,365 $150,492
MVLF Revenues $130,819 $427,626 $506,083 $597,465 $708,067 $821,894 $914,718 $1,000,412 $1,089,011 $1,180,029 $1,249,385 $1,300,481 $1,347,511  $1,396,568 $1,447,636 $1,503,779 $1,526,076 $1,545,327 $1,625748
Sales and Use Tax $175874  $225,180  $282,358  $345,095  $415,345  $485,595  $541,738  $593,116  $644,495  $695,891 $732,189  $752,713  $772,710  $792,707  $812,704  $834,578  $834,947  $834,947  $839,926
Total Annual Revenues $675,068 $1,111,258 $1,849,833 $2,046,185 $2,452,710 $2,894,710 $3,264,785 $3,564,549 $3,865,558 $4,180,186 $4,450,462 $4,630,841 $4,777,824 $4,929,898 $5,091,135 $5,263,588 $5,374,692 $5,403,101 $5,723,842

Source: HR&A



Table A-18
Net Fiscal Impacts
Village Two Amendment

CPI ( San Diego Area)' 258.96
242.27
Comprehensive V2 Amendment
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Future
Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
2014 Dollar Inflation Factor 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069
$2,530,553 $3,027,872 $3,495,883 $3,839,754 $4,183,626 $4,559,057 $4,803,440 $4,991,381 $5,128,451 $5,265,520 $5,402,590 $5,551,957 $5,560,474 $5,560,474 $5,688,890

Total Expenditures

Total Revenues

Net Fiscal Impacts (2014 Dollars)

$762,848 $1,296,660 $1,648,457 $2,033,234
$721,560 $1,187,790 $1,977,230 $2,187,104

($41,288) ($108,870) $328,773 $153,870

$2,621,626 $3,094,067

$91,073

$66,195

$3,489,629 $3,810,038 $4,131,777

($6,254)

($29,716)

($51,849)

$4,468,073 $4,756,963 $4,949,765 $5,106,870 $5,269,417

($90,984)

($46,477)

($41,616)

($21,580)

$3,897

$5,441,759 $5,626,089

$39,168

$74,132

$5,744,845 $5,775,210 $6,118,040

$184,370

$214,735

$429,149

'Bureau of Labor Statistics

Source: HR&A



Appendix B
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Table B-1
Proposed Land Uses

Base Village 2 Amended Village 2

Land Use SPA SPA

Single Family Residential Units 674 (159.8 Ac.) 604 (120.7 Ac)
Baldwin & Sons (B&S) Product 451  (112.1 Ac.) 381 (73.0 Ac.)
Other Developers 223  (47.7 Ac)* 223 (47.7 Ac.)*

Multi-Family Residential Units 2,309 (174.30 Ac.) 3,941 (225.40 Ac.)
B& S MF - For Sale 1,037 (86.8 Ac.) 1,711 (109.0 Ac.)
B&S MF - Rental 325 (23.6 Ac) 930.0 (38.5 Ac)
B& S Mixed Use (Rental) 60 (8.5 Ac.) 413 (22.5 Ac.)
Other Developer - MF For Sale 461  (39.2 Ac.)* 461 (39.2 Ac.)*
Other Developer Rental 426  (16.2 Ac.)* 426 (16.2 Ac.)*

Industrial Acres 94.40 82.50

Mixed Use and Commercial SF 130,000 130,000

Mixed Use Retail SF ( MUT- MU3) 30,000 30,000

Shopping Center Retail SF 100,000 (12.5 Ac.) 100,000

Park Acres' 58.7 70.9
Park Acres Attributable to Other Villages 31.6 31.6
Park in Lieu Fee Acres 0.0 0.262
Park Acres Attributed to Village 2 27.1 39.0

CPF 6.30 12.6

School 10.3 19.8

Public Safety 0.0 0.0

Subtotal Developed Acres’ 469.8 485.4

Open Space 204.6 212.9

Other Acres/ROW 59.5 63.5

Future Development Acres 3 31.9 4.0

Total Acres 765.8 765.8

Population

Single Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 2,184 1,957

Multi Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 7,481 12,769

Total Est. Population 9,665 14,726

Employment Employes Per Unit

Retail SF/Emp 400 Per SF 325 325

General Industrial 12.3 Per Ac. 466 408

Research/Limited Industrial 20.9 Per Ac. 1,184 1,035

Total Est. Employment 1,976 1,768

'Park acres include 46.5 acres of park requariement that will be satisfied in Village 4.

2Excludes the park acres that will be satisfied in Village 4.

*Evaluated as Open Space for purposes of this analysis.

*Other developers hold 1,110 dwelling units. The Developer estimated the distribution of acres based on existing units.

Source: Developers, City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table B-2
Land Use Absorption
Base V2 SPA
Future
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Build
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year9 Year 10 Year1ll Year1l2 Year13 Yearl1l4 Yearl1l5 Year1l6 Year 17 Out
Cumulative Land Use Program
Single Family Residential Units 247 327 377 447 517 587 657 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674
Multi-Family Residential Units 434 824 1,084 1,344 1,644 1,944 2,244 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309 2,309
MF For Sale 111 376 576 776 996 1,216 1,436 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498
MF Rental 323 448 508 568 648 728 808 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811
(includes Multi-Use Residential)
Industrial Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0 12.0 15.0 18.0 21.0 24.0 27.0 30.0 33.0 36.0 39.0 42.0 42.0 94.4
Retail Commercial SF 0 0 0 0 40,000 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 130,000
Parks 7.5 17.6 24.2 31.9 40.2 48.5 56.8 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7 58.7
Park Acres Attributable to Village 2 3.5 8.1 11.2 14.7 18.6 22.4 26.2 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1 27.1
CPF 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30 6.30
School 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3
Public Safety 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal Developed Acres 44.3 104.1 142.9 191.4 247.1 309.2 373.3 387.5 390.5 393.5 396.5 399.5 402.5 405.5 408.5 411.5 414.5 414.5 469.8
Open Space 19.3 45.3 62.2 83.4 107.6 134.6 162.6 168.8 170.1 171.4 172.7 174.0 175.3 176.6 177.9 179.2 180.5 180.5 204.6
Other Acres/ROW 5.6 13.2 18.1 24.2 31.3 39.2 47.3 49.1 49.5 49.8 50.2 50.6 51.0 51.4 517 52.1 52.5 52.5 59.5
Future Development Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.9
Total Acres 69.2 162.6 223.2 299.0 386.1 483.0 583.1 605.4 610.0 614.7 619.4 624.1 628.8 633.5 638.2 642.9 647.5 647.5 765.8
Cumulative Population
Single Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 800 1,059 1,221 1,448 1,675 1,902 2,129 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184 2,184
Multi Family Persons/DU@ 3.24 1,406 2,670 3,512 4,355 5,327 6,299 7,271 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481 7,481
Total Est. Population 2,206 3,729 4,734 5,803 7,002 8,200 9,399 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665
Cumulative Employment
Retail SF/Emp@ 400 0 0 0 0 100 200 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 325
General Industrial, Emp /Acre 12 0 0 0 15 30 44 59 74 89 104 119 133 148 163 178 193 207 207 466
Research Industrial, Emp /Acre 21 0 0 0 38 75 113 151 188 226 263 301 339 376 414 452 489 527 527 1,184
Total Est. Employment 0 0 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 722 775 827 879 932 984 984 1,976

Source: Developer and HR&A



Table B-3

Employment Density Calculation

FAR  Units Per

Building Occupancy Employees/

Land Use Estimate Acre Employmnet Factol Efficiency Rate Acre
Retail 0.30 FAR 13,068 400 SF/Emp 80% 90% 23.52
Office 0.80 FAR 34,848 250 SF/Emp 80% 90% 100.36
General Industrial 0.35 FAR 15,246 1000 SF/Emp 90% 90% 12.35
Research/Limited Industrial 0.40 FAR 17,424 600 SF/Emp 80% 90% 20.91
Source: City of Chula Vista, CoStar, and HR&A
Table B-4
Commercial Assessed Value Calculation
Admin
FAR  Units Per Mo. Rent Building Occupancy /Vacancy Net
Commercial Land Uses Estimate Acre /SF Efficiency Rate Cost Income/SF  Cap Rate Assessed Value Per Unit
Mixed Use Retail $1.85 80% 90% 5% $15.18 8.00% $189.81 Per SF
Shopping Center Retail 0.30 FAR 13,068 SF $2.25 80% 90% 5% $18.47 8.00% $230.85 Per SF
Office 0.80 FAR 34,848 SF $2.00 80% 90% 20% $13.82 7.50% $6,423,183 Per Acre
General Industrial 0.35 FAR 15,246 SF $0.60 90% 90% 10% $5.25 7.75% $1,032,557 Per Acre
Research/Limited Industrial 0.40 FAR 17,424 SF $0.95 80% 90% 10% $7.39 7.75% $1,660,833 Per Acre

Source: CoStar, CB Richard Ellis Cap Rate Survey, Developers and HR&A



Table B-5
Chula Vista - Expenditure Real Inflation At:liusimenil
5 Year
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Average
Population 216,961 223,604 227,850 231,157 234,011
Households 70,916 73,365 74,527 75,259 75,752
City Staff 1,169 1,227 1,264 1,249 1,110
Revenues (Actuals) $137,763,583 $157,809,965 $161,564,721 $153,938,093 $140,502,938
Expenditures (Actuals) $142,195,531 $160,826,968 $166,056,406 $155,021,736 $140,365,277
CPI (San Diego Area) 220.6 228.1 233.3 242.3 242.3
Expenditure /Capita $655.40 $719.25 $728.80 $670.63 $599.82
Revenues/Capita $634.97 $705.76 $709.08 $665.95 $600.41
2009 CPI Adjustment Factor 1.10 1.06 1.04 1.00 1.00
Exp/Cap in 2009 Dollars $719.87 $764.02 $756.91 $670.63 $599.82
Rev/Cap in 2009 Dollars $697.43 $749.69 $736.44 $665.95 $600.41
Expenditure Adjustment Factor 120% 127% 126% 112% 100% 117%
Revenue Adjustment Factor 116% 125% 123% 111% 100% 115%

(Relative to 2009 Levels)

'Provided by the City of Chula Vista
Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table B-6
Citywide Cost Factors by F\.mciion/Depmtmenl1

Land Uses
Population Retail Office Hotel Industrial Parks ( per acre) Public Use Open Space Other Residential

(Per Person) (Per Acre) (Per Acre) (Per Acre) (Per Acre) Private Public (Per Acre) (Per Acre) (Per Acre) (Per DU)
Legislative and Administration
City Council $2.00
Boards and Commissions
City Clerk $1.37
City Attorney $80.11 $86.52 $51.21 $21.13 $12.11
Administration $0.29 $0.35
Management and Information Services $4.60
Human Resources
Development and Maintenance Services
Economic Development Function $0.00 $301.43 $325.55 $192.68 $79.51 $0.00
Planning and Building Services $0.00 $203.44 $219.57 $130.70 $55.00 $31.70 $30.69
Engineering $274.44 $145.29 $64.57 $27.44 $15.53 $16.85 $3.07
Public Works $5,914.17 $3,131.03 $1,391.57 $591.42 $69.58 $347.89 $347.89 $68.43
General Services
Public Safety
Police (Excluding Residential) $11.01 $6,836.27 $6,836.27 $6,836.27 $1,006.09 $2,202.49 $2,202.49 $2,202.49
Fire (Excluding Residential) $1.05 $2,917.22 $2,917.22 $2,917.22 $396.88 $160.46 $160.46 $160.46 $160.46 $160.46
Culture and Leisure
Parks and Recreation $18.90
Library $37.32 $4.77
Nature Center
Sub-Total Unit Cost $76.53 $16,527.08 $13,661.45 $11,584.21 $2,177.48 $160.46 $2,448.06 $2,710.85 $160.46 $2,759.40 $119.40
Acre to SF Density Adjustment Factors 0.00008
Total - Density Adjusted Unit Costs $76.53 $1.36 $13,661.45 $11,584.21 $2,177.48 $160.46 $2,448.06 $2,710.85 $160.46 $2,759.40 $119.40

'All Cost Factors and Subtotal Cost factors provided by the City
Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table B-7
Dwelling Unit Public Safety Costs
Base V2 SPA

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
Project Residential Units 681 1,151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,901 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983
Current Service Costs
Police Service Costs/ DU $293.70
Fire Service Costs/ DU $210.64
Annual Public Safety (Allocated to Project Dwelling Units)
Police $200,010 $338,049 $429,096 $526,017 $634,686 $743,355 $852,024 $876,107 $876,107 $876,107  $876,107 $876,107 $876,107 $876,107  $876,107 $876,107 $876,107 $876,107 $876,107
Fire $143,446 $242,447 $307,745 $377,256 $455,193 $533,130 $611,067 $628,339 $628,339 $628,339  $628,339 $628,339 $628,339 $628,339  $628,339 $628,339 $628,339 $628,339 $628,339
Total Annual Public Safety Costs $343,456 $580,495 $736,841 $903,273 $1,089,879 $1,276,485 $1,463,090 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446 $1,504,446

Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table B-8
Base Village Two SPA - Expenditure Summary (2009 $)

HRA

Base V2 SPA

Future
Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Incremental Build Out

Expense Drivers Unit Cost Development
Dwelling Units 681 1,151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,901 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983
Population 2,206 3,729 4,734 5,803 7,002 8,200 9,399 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665
Retail (SF) 0 0 0 0 40,000 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 130,000 130,000
Industrial Acres 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0 12.0 15.0 18.0 21.0 24.0 27.0 30.0 33.0 36.0 39.0 42.0 42.0 94.4 94.4
Park Acres 3.5 8.1 11.2 14.7 18.6 22.4 26.2 27.1 271 27.1 27.1 271 27.1 27.1 271 27.1 27.1 271 271 27.1
Open Space & ROW Acres' 24.9 58.5 80.3 107.6 138.9 173.8 209.9 217.8 219.5 221.2 2229 224.6 226.3 228.0 229.6 231.3 233.0 233.0 296.0 296.0
Public Use Acres (School and Public Safety) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6 16.6
Expenditure Adjustment Factor 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117% 117%
Retail (SF) $1.36 $0 $0 $0 $0 $63,457  $126,914  $158,643  $158,643  $158,643  $158,643 $158,643  $158,643 $158,643  $158,643  $158,643  $158,643  $158,643 $158,643 $206,235  $206,235
Industrial (Acres) $2,177.48 $0 $0 $0 $7,648 $15,296 $22,944 $30,592 $38,240 $45,888 $53,536 $61,184 $68,832 $76,479 $84,127 $91,775 $99,423  $107,071  $107,071 $240,655  $240,655
Park (Acres) $2,448.06 $9,932 $23,349 $32,040 $42,256 $53,223 $64,189 $75,156 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672 $77,672
Population (Persons) $76.53 $197,688  $334,125 $424,115  $519911 $627,319  $734,726  $842,134  $865,938  $865,938  $865,938 $865,938  $865,938 $865,938  $865938  $865,938  $865,938  $865938 $865,938 $865,938  $865,938
Open Space & ROW (Acres) $160.46 $4,676 $10,994 $15,086 $20,213 $26,100 $32,652 $39,423 $40,924 $41,241 $41,558 $41,875 $42,192 $42,509 $42,825 $43,142 $43,459 $43,776 $43,776 $55,607 $55,607
Public Use (Acres) $2,710.85 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,995 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684 $52,684
Expenditures All d to DUs (excluding Public Safety) $119.40 $95200 $160,904 $204,240  $250,372  $302,096  $353,821 $405,545  $417,008  $417,008  $417,008 $417,008  $417,008 $417,008  $417,008 $417,008 $417,008 $417,008 $417,008 $417,008  $417,008
Public Safety Costs Allocated to DUs $402,106  $679,624 $862,667 $1,057,520 $1,275,992 $1,494,463 $1,712,935 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353 $1,761,353  $1,761,353 $1,761,353
Total Est. Annual Expenditures (2009 Dollars) $709,602 $1,208,995 $1,538,149 $1,897,921 $2,363,482 $2,849,704 $3,317,111 $3,412,461 $3,420,426 $3,428,391 $3,436,355 $3,444,320 $3,452,285 $3,460,250 $3,468,214 $3,476,179 $3,484,144 $3,484,144 $3,677,152 $3,677,152

'Includes Future Development Acres
Source: HR&A



Table B-9

City of Chula Vista - Discretionary Revenues (Based on the FY 2009 Amended Budget)

Non-Departmental Revenue Categories

Discretionary Revenues

Program Revenues Net Revenves

Revenve Distribution

Amended Budget 2009 (Estimate) Fixed Revenues  Variable Revenues
Property Taxes
Current Taxes - Secured $28,363,165 $28,363,165 $28,363,165
State Secured - Unitary $300,000 $300,000 $300,000
Current Taxes - Unsecured $979,200 $979,200 $979,200
Delinquent Taxes $590,000 $590,000 $590,000
Subtotal $30,232,365 $0 $30,232,365 $0 $30,232,365
Other Local Taxes
Sales and Use Taxes $29,677,977 $29,677,977 $29,677,977
Franchise Fees $8,732,093 $8,732,093 $8,732,093
Utility Taxes $7,122,095 $7,122,095 $7,122,095
Business License Tax $1,322,847 $1,322,847 $1,322,847
Transient Occupancy Taxes $2,752,514 $2,752,514 $2,752,514
Real Property Transfer Tax $841,402 $841,402 $841,402
Subtotal $50,448,928 $0 $50,448,928 $0 $50,448,928
Use of Money and Property
Subtotal $4,163,212 $0 $4,163,212 $4,163,212 $0
Revenues from other Agencies
Sales Tax: Public Safety Augment $875,347 $875,347 $875,347
State Homeowners Property Tax Relief $282,800 $282,800 $282,800
State Motor Vehicle Licenses $20,215,866 $20,215,866 $20,215,866
Other Revenues from other Agencies $4,324,532 $4,324,532 $4,324,532
Subtotal $25,698,545 $25,698,545 $25,698,545
Charges for Services'
Subtotal $8,854,774 $0 $8,854,774 $8,854,774 $0
Other Revenues (less CIP)2
Subtotal $10,580,609 $0 $10,580,609 $10,580,609 $0
Transfers In
Subtotal $12,272,473 $0 $12,272,473 $12,272,473 $0
Total Discretionary Revenues (Less CIP Transfers) $142,250,906 $0 $142,250,906 $35,871,068 $106,379,838

1 . .
Includes Licenses and Permits

2Other Revenue excludes funds from the CIP fund. Fines, Forfeitures, and Penalties are included in this category.

Source: City of Chula Vista



Table B-10
Chula Vista - Other Di ti y R Allocation Factors (Based on 2009 Information)

2009 Citywide Conditions

Population 226,694

Dwelling Units 78,615

Employees 71,153

Land Uses Developed Acres Employees AV Share (Estimates)
(estimated)

Commercial (Retail and Office) 2,048 46,842 25%

Industrial 917 21,162 8%

Residential 9,565 67%

Subtotal Taxable 12,530 68,004

Other (Parks, Public/Quasi-public, Open Space) 7171 3,149

Total 19,702 71,153

Incremental Revenue Factors by Development Unit

Revenue Category 2009 Revenvues Allocation Method Share Allocation Units

Property Taxes

Current Taxes - Secured $28,363,165 Calculated Separately

State Secured - Unitary $300,000 Commercial AV 25% $36.61 Acres
Industrial AV 8% $26.17 Acres
Residential AV 67% $21.01 Acres

Current Taxes - Unsecured $979,200 Commercial AV 25% $119.51 Acres
Industrial AV 8% $85.42 Acres
Residential AV 67% $68.59 Acres

Delinquent Taxes $590,000 Commercial AV 25% $72.01 Acres
Industrial AV 8% $51.47 Acres
Residential AV 67% $41.33 Acres

Other Local Taxes

Sales and Use Taxes $29,677,977 Calculated Separately

Franchise Fees' $8,732,093 Commercial Land 7% $298.40 Acres
Industrial Land 3% $285.66 Acres
Residential Land 90% $821.63 Acres

Utility Taxes' with Adjustment” $6,777,386 Commercial Land 9% $297.77 Acres
Industrial Land 4% $295.62 Acres
Residential Land 87% $616.45 Acres

Business License Tax $1,322,847 Employees (Non-Public) $19.45 Employees

Transient Occupancy Taxes $2,752,514 Not Included

Real Property Transfer Tax $841,402 Calculated Separately

Revenues from Other Agencies

Sales Tax: Public Safety Augment $875,347 People $3.86 Person

State Homeowners Property Tax Relief $282,800 Dwelling Units $3.60 DU

State Motor Vehicle Licenses $20,215,866 Calculated Separately

Total Discretionary Revenues $101,710,597

S y of Other Di ti y Revenue Factors

Commercial (Acres) $824.30

Retail Commercial (SF) $0.07

Industrial (Acres) $744.34

Residential (Acres) $1,569.01

Residential (DU) $3.60

Employees $19.45

Population $3.86

' As presented in SPA Fiscal Impact Framework, allocation share by land use based on FIND model estimates

2 Utility User's Tax has been adjusted to account for a change in the wireless utility users' rate from 5.00% to 4.75%, effective March 2014 and an expected

reduction of 4% annually in demand for taxable services.

Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table B-11
Projected Program Assessed Value
Base V2 SPA
Future
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Build Out
Year 0' Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year9 Year10 Year1l Year12 Year13 Year14 Year15 Year1é Year17
Est. Assessed
Cumulative Program Assessed Value Value Per Unit  (Millions $)
Land Use
Single Family Residential Units $465,000 $92.3 $244.4 $267.6 $300.2 $332.7 $365.3 $397.8 $405.7 $405.7 $4057 $405.7 $405.7 $4057 $405.7 $405.7 $405.7 $4057 $405.7 405.7
Multi - Family For-Sale $305,000 31.0 145.7 206.7 267.7 334.8 401.9 469.0 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9 487.9
Total For Sale Product $123.3 $390.1 $474.3 $567.9 $667.5 $767.2 $866.8 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6 $893.6
MF Rental (including Mixed Use Units) $280,000 50.0 175.4 192.2 209.0 231.4 253.8 276.2 277.1 277.1 277.1 277.1 277.1 277.1 2771 2771 2771 2771 2771 2771
Industrial Acres® $1,409,523 0.0 0.0 4.2 8.5 12.7 16.9 21.1 254 29.6 33.8 38.1 42.3 46.5 50.7 55.0 59.2 59.2 133.1
Mixed Use Retail Commercial SF> $221 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 17.6 22.1 221 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 22.1 28.7
Total Income Generating Product $50.0 $175.4 $192.2 $213.3 $248.7 $284.2 $315.2 $320.3 $324.5 $328.7 $333.0 $337.2 $341.4 $345.7 $349.9 $354.1 $358.3 $358.3 $438.8
Total Assessed Value $173.3 $565.5 $666.6 $781.1 $916.2 $1,051.3 $1,182.0 $1,213.9 $1,218.1 $1,222.4 $1,226.6 $1,230.8 $1,235.1 $1,239.3 $1,243.5 $1,247.7 $1,252.0 $1,252.0 $1,332.4

]Existing Units are included at their current assessed value.

2 Industrial Assesssed Value is o blended value for general industrial (40%) and research/limited industrial (60%)

®Retail Assessed Value includes blended value for shopping center retail (75%) and mixed-use retail (25%)

Source: HR&A



Table B-12
Property Tax Estimate
Base V2 SPA
Future Build
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Balance of SPA Out
(Value)
Annual For Sale Product AV (Millions) $1233 $266.7 $84.3 $93.6 $99.7 $99.7 $99.7 $26.8 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Annual Income Generating Product AV (Millions) $50.0 $125.4 $16.8 $21.0 $35.5 $35.5 $31.0 $5.1 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $0.0 $80.5
Appreciation Factor: Annual Rate Yro Yri1 Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yré6 Yr7 Yr8 Yr9 Yr10 Yri11 Yri12 Yri13 Yr14 Yri15 Yri16 Yr17  Balance of SPA Build Out
Real Appreciation Rate 2.00% 100% 100% 102% 104% 106% 108% 110% 113% 115% 17% 120% 122% 124% 127% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 143%
Proposition 13 AV Limitation less Inflation of 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Residential Annual Turnover Rate 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Commercial Turnover Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
For Sale Residential Product
Year Property First Sold:
Yro $123.3 $123.3 $123.58 $124.0 $124.7 $125.6 $126.7 $127.9 $129.3 $130.8 $132.4 $134.2 $136.1 $138.2 $140.3 $142.6 $144.9 $147.3 $149.9 $152.5
Yrl $266.74 $267.27 $268.3 $269.8 $271.7 $273.9 $276.6 $279.6 $282.9 $286.5 $290.3 $294.5 $298.8 $303.5 $308.3 $313.4 $318.7 $324.1 $329.8
Yr2 $85.94 $86.1 $86.4 $86.9 $87.5 $88.3 $89.1 $90.1 $91.1 $92.3 $93.5 $94.9 $96.3 $97.8 $99.3 $101.0 $102.7 $104.4
Yr3 $97.3 $97.5 $97.9 $98.4 $99.1 $100.0 $100.9 $102.0 $103.2 $104.5 $105.9 $107.4 $109.0 $1107 $112.5 $114.3 $116.3
Yr 4 $105.7 $106.0 $106.4 $107.0 $107.7 $108.6 $109.7 $110.8 $112.1 $113.6 $115.1 $116.7 $118.5 $120.3 $122.2 $124.2
Yr5 $107.9 $108.1 $108.5 $109.1 $109.9 $110.8 $111.9 $113.1 $114.4 $115.8 $117.4 $119.1 $120.8 $122.7 $1247
Yré $110.0 $110.2 $1107 $111.3 $112.1 $113.0 $114. $115.3 $116.7 $118.2 $119.8 $121.5 $123.3 $125.2
Yr7 $30.2 $30.3 $30.4 $30.5 $30.8 $31.0 $31.3 $31.7 $32.0 $32.4 $32.9 $33.3 $33.8
Yr8 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Yr9 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Yri1o $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yri1 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yri2 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yri3 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yr 14 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yris $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yrié $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Yri17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Incremental Build Out $0.00 $0.00
Future Build Out $0.00
For Sale Residential Assessed Value (Millions) $123.3 $390.1 $476.8 $575.8 $684.2 $795.9 $911.0 $947.8 $955.6 $964.8 $975.1 $986.5 $999.0 $1,012.4 $1,026.8 $1,042.0 $1,058.1 $1,074.9 $1,092.6 $1,111.0




Table B-12 (Cont.)
Property Tax Estimate

Base V2 SPA
Future Build
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Balance of SPA Out
(Value)
Annual For Sale Product AV (Millions) $123.3 $266.7 $84.3 $93.6 $99.7 $99.7 $99.7 $26.8 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Annual Income Generating Product AV (Millions) $50.0 $125.4 $16.8 $21.0 $35.5 $35.5 $31.0 $5.1 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $0.0 $80.5
Appreciation Factor: Annual Rate Yro Yri Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yré Yr7 Yr8 Yro Yri10 Yrii Yri2 Yri3 Yr14 Yri5s Yri6 Yr17  Balance of SPA Build Out
Real Appreciation Rate 2.00% 100% 100% 102% 104% 106% 108% 110% 113% 115% 117% 120% 122% 124% 127% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 143%
Proposition 13 AV Limitation less Inflation of 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Residential Annual Turnover Rate 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Commercial Turnover Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
[of ial and Rental Residential Product
Year Property First Sold:
Yr o $50.00 $50.00 $50.1 $50.1 $50.3 $50.5 $50.7 $51.0 $51.3 $517 $52.1 $52.5 $53.0 $53.5 $54.1 $54.7 $55.3 $56.0 $56.7 $57.4
Yr1 $125.44 $125.6 $125.8 $126.2 $126.7 $127.2 $128.0 $128.8 $129.7 $130.7 $131.8 $133.0 $134.3 $1357 $137.2 $138.8 $140.4 $142.2 $144.
Yr2 $17.14 $17.2 $17.2 $17.2 $17.3 $17.4 $17.5 $17.6 $17.7 $17.9 $18.0 $18.2 $18.3 $18.5 $18.7 $19.0 $19.2 $19.4
Yr3 $21.88 $21.9 $21.9 $22.0 $22.1 $22.2 $22.3 $22.5 $22.6 $22.8 $23.0 $23.2 $23.4 $237 $23.9 $24.2 $24.5
Yr 4 $37.62 $37.7 $37.7 $37.8 $38.0 $38.2 $38.4 $38.6 $38.9 $39.2 $39.5 $39.9 $40.3 $40.7 $41.1 $41.6
Yr5 $38.37 $38.4 $38.5 $38.6 $38.7 $38.9 $39.1 $39.4 $39.7 $40.0 $40.3 $40.7 $41.1 $41.5 $42.0
Yré $34.27 $34.3 $34.4 $34.5 $34.6 $34.8 $35.0 $35.2 $35.4 $35.7 $36.0 $36.3 $36.7 $37.1
Yr7 $5.71 $5.7 $5.7 $5.7 $5.8 $5.8 $5.8 $5.9 $5.9 $5.9 $6.0 $6.1 $6.1
Yr8 $4.86 $4.9 $4.87 $4.89 $4.90 $4.93 $4.95 $4.99 $5.02 $5.06 $5.10 $5.15
Yr9 $4.95 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 $5.1 $5.1 $5.1 $5.2 $5.2
Yr10 $5.05 $5.1 $5.1 $5.1 $5.1 $5.1 $5.2 $5.2 $5.2 $5.3
Yr 11 $5.15 $5.16 $5.17 $5.18 $5.20 $5.23 $5.26 $5.29 $5.33
Yri2 $5.26 $5.26 $5.27 $5.29 $5.31 $5.33 $5.36 $5.40
Yri13 $5.36 $5.37 $5.38 $5.39 $5.41 $5.44 $5.47
Yri4 $5.47 $5.48 $5.49 $5.50 $5.52 $5.55
Yr15 $5.58 $5.59 $5.60 $5.61 $5.63
Yrié $5.69 $5.70 $5.71 $5.72
Yr17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Incremental Development $112.69 $112.80
Build Out $0.00
C ial and Rental Residential d Value (Millions) $50.0 $175.4 $192.8 $215.0 $253.2 $292.4 $327.7 $334.8 $341.3 $348.2 $355.5 $363.2 $371.2 $379.7 $388.5 $397.7 $407.4 $411.6 $528.8 $533.7
Total Assessed Value (Residential and Commercial) (Millions) $173.3 $565.5 $669.5 $790.8 $937.4 $1,088.3 $1,238.7 $1,282.5 $1,296.9 $1,313.0 $1,330.6 $1,349.7 $1,370.2 $1,392.1 $1,415.3 $1,439.8 $1,465.5 $1,486.5 $1,621.4 $1,644.7
Less Base Assessed Value (0.9) (2.1) (2.9) (3.9) (5.0) (6.2) (7.5) (7.8) (7.9) 7.9) (8.0) (8.1) (8.1) (8.2) (8.2) (8.3) (8.4) (8.4) 9.5) (9.5)
Incremental AV (Residential and Commercial) (Millions) $172.4 $563.4 $666.7 $786.9 $932.4 $1,082.0 $1,231.2 $1,274.7 $1,289.0 $1,305.0 $1,322.6 $1,341.6 $1,362.1 $1,383.9 $1,407.0 $1,431.4 $1,457.1 $1,478.2 $1,611.9 $1,635.2
Total Incremental Property Taxes Collected' 1.00% $1,724,370 $1,724,370  $5,634,053 $6,666,503 $7,869,111  $9,324,091 $10,820,314 $12,312,107 $12,747,074 $12,890,355 $13,050,162 $13,225,638 $13,416,027 $13,620,659 $13,838,947 $14,070,376 $14,314,500 $14,570,929 $14,781,888  $16,119,036
Property Tax Share to the City 10.636% $183,410 $183,410 $599,256 $709,071 $836,984 $991,740 $1,150,883  $1,309,555 $1,355,820 $1,371,059 $1,388,057 $1,406,721 $1,426,972 $1,448,737 $1,471,955 $1,496,570 $1,522,536 $1,549,811 $1,572,249 $1,714,472

'With a year lag to account for property tax receipt to the City.

Source: HR&A



Table B-13
Annual Property Transfer Tax Estimate
Base V2 SPA
Balance of  Future Build
Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Development Out
Annual For Sale Product AV (Millions) $123.3 $266.7 $84.3 $93.6 $99.7 $99.7 $99.7 $26.8 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Annual Income Generating Product AV (Millions) $50.0 $125.4 $16.8 $21.0 $35.5 $35.5 $31.0 $5.1 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $0.0 $80.5
Appreciation Factor: Annual Rate Yri Yr2 Yr3 Yr 4 Yrs Yré Yr7 Yr8 Yr9 Yr10 Yrii Yri2 Yri3 Yri4 Yri15 Yrié Yri7 Yrig Yr 19 Future Build Out
Real Appreciation Rate 2.00% 100% 100% 102% 104% 106% 108% 110% 113% 115% M17% 120% 122% 124% 127% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 143%
Residential Annual Turnover Rate 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Commercial Turnover Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
For Sale Residential Product
Year Property First Sold:
Yr O $67,831 $6,783 $6,919 $7,057 $7,198 $7,342 $7,489 $7,639 $7,792 $7,947 $8,106 $8,269 $8,434 $8,603 $8,775 $8,950 $9,129 $9,312 $9,498 $9,688
Yri $146,704 $14,964 $15,263 $15,568 $15,880 $16,197 $16,521 $16,852 $17,189 $17,533 $17,883 $18,241 $18,606 $18,978 $19,357 $19,744 $20,139 $20,542 $20,953
Yr 2 $47,264 $4,821 $4,917 $5,016 $5,116 $5,218 $5,323 $5,429 $5,538 $5,649 $5,761 $5,877 $5,994 $6,114 $6,236 $6,361 $6,488 $6,618
Yr3 $53,531 $5,460 $5,569 $5,681 $5,794 $5,910 $6,028 $6,149 $6,272 $6,397 $6,525 $6,656 $6,789 $6,925 $7,063 $7,205 $7,349
Yr 4 $58,162 $5,933 $6,051 $6,172 $6,296 $6,422 $6,550 $6,681 $6,815 $6,951 $7,090 $7,232 $7,376 $7,524 $7,674 $7,828
Yrs $59,325 $6,051 $6,172 $6,296 $6,422 $6,550 $6,681 $6,815 $6,951 $7,090 $7,232 $7,376 $7,524 $7,674 $7,828
Yré $60,512 $6,172 $6,296 $6,422 $6,550 $6,681 $6,815 $6,951 $7,090 $7,232 $7,376 $7,524 $7,674 $7,828
Yr7 $16,609 $1,694 $1,728 $1,763 $1,798 $1,834 $1,870 $1,908 $1,946 $1,985 $2,025 $2,065 $2,106
Yr8 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yr9 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yr10 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri15 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Yri1é $0 $0 $0 $0
Yr17 $0 $0 $0
Balance of Development $0 $0
Future Build Out $0
For Sale Residential Property Transfer Taxes $67,831 $153,487 $69,147 $80,672 $91,306 $99,065 $107,097 $70,298 $56,457 $57,587 $58,738 $59,913 $61,111 $62,334 $63,580 $64,852 $66,149 $67,472 $68,821 $70,198




Table B-13 (Cont.)

Annual Property Transfer Tax Estimate

Base V2 SPA
Balance of  Future Build
Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Development Out
Annual For Sale Product AV (Millions) $123.3 $266.7 $84.3 $93.6 $99.7 $99.7 $99.7 $26.8 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Annual Income Generating Product AV (Millions) $50.0 $125.4 $16.8 $21.0 $35.5 $35.5 $31.0 $5.1 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $4.2 $0.0 $80.5
Appreciation Factor: Annual Rate Yr1 Yr 2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 Yré Yr7 Yr8 Yr9 Yri10 Yriil Yri2 Yri3 Yr14 Yr15 Yr 16 Yr17 Yri8 Yr 19 Future Build Out
Real Appreciation Rate 2.00% 100% 100% 102% 104% 106% 108% 110% 113% 115% M17% 120% 122% 124% 127% 129% 132% 135% 137% 140% 143%
Residential Annual Turnover Rate 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Commercial Turnover Rate 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Commercial and Rental Residential Product
Year Property First Sold:
Yro $27,501 $1,375 $1,403 $1,431 $1,459 $1,488 $1,518 $1,549 $1,579 $1,611 $1,643 $1,676 $1,710 $1,744 $1,779 $1,814 $1,851 $1,888 $1,925 $1,964
Yr1 $68,992 $3,519 $3,589 $3,661 $3,734 $3,809 $3,885 $3,963 $4,042 $4,123 $4,205 $4,289 $4,375 $4,462 $4,552 $4,643 $4,736 $4,830 $4,927
Yr2 $9,425 $481 $490 $500 $510 $520 $531 $541 $552 $563 $574 $586 $598 $610 $622 $634 $647 $660
Yr3 $12,033 $614 $626 $638 $651 $664 $678 $691 $705 $719 $733 $748 $763 $778 $794 $810 $826
Yr 4 $20,692 $1,055 $1,076 $1,098 $1,120 $1,142 $1,165 $1,188 $1,212 $1,236 $1,261 $1,286 $1,312 $1,338 $1,365 $1,392
Yr5 $21,106 $1,076 $1,098 $1,120 $1,142 $1,165 $1,188 $1,212 $1,236 $1,261 $1,286 $1,312 $1,338 $1,365 $1,392
Yré $18,849 $961 $981 $1,000 $1,020 $1,041 $1,061 $1,083 $1,104 $1,126 $1,149 $1,172 $1,195 $1,219
Yr7 $3,139 $160 $163 $167 $170 $173 $177 $180 $184 $188 $191 $195 $199
Yr8 $2,672 $136 $139 $142 $145 $147 $150 $153 $157 $160 $163 $166
Yr9 $2,725 $139 $142 $145 $147 $150 $153 $157 $160 $163 $166
Yr 10 $2,779 $142 $145 $147 $150 $153 $157 $160 $163 $166
Yr11 $2,835 $145 $147 $150 $153 $157 $160 $163 $166
Yri12 $2,892 $147 $150 $153 $157 $160 $163 $166
Yr13 $2,950 $150 $153 $157 $160 $163 $166
Yr14 $3,009 $153 $157 $160 $163 $166
Yr15 $3,069 $157 $160 $163 $166
Yr16 $3,130 $160 $163 $166
Yr17 $0 $0 $0
Balance of Development $61,978 $3,161
Build Out $0
C ial and Rental Residential Property Transfer Tax $27,501 $70,367 $14,346 $17,533 $26,916 $28,510 $27,477 $12,901 $12,789 $13,181 $13,584 $13,997 $14,421 $14,857 $15,305 $15,764 $16,236 $13,528 $75,776 $17,235
Total $95,331.6  $223,854.4 $83,492.8 $98,205.5 $118,222.4 $127,574.7 $134,574.8 $83,199.9 $69,246.3 $70,767.5 $72,321.8 $73,910.0 $75,532.8 $77,190.9 $78,885.2 $80,616.3 $82,385.1 $80,999.8 $144,597.5 $87,433.0
Total Annual Property Taxes to the City $95,332 $95332  $223,854 $83,493 $98,206  $118,222  $127,575  $134,575 $83,200 $69,246 $70,767 $72,322 $73,910 $75,533 $77,191 $78,885 $80,616 $82,385 $81,000 $144,598

Source: HR&A



Table B-14
Motor Vehicle License Fee Estimates

Base V2 SPA

Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
Motor Vehicle In Lieu Fee (MVLF) Adjustment
Base Year (2004) Assessed Valuation of the City (Millions) $15,596
Base Year (2004) Motor Vehicle In Lieu Fee Adjustment (MVLF) (Millions) $11.8
Cumulative AV of New Development (Millions) $173.3 $565.5 $669.5 $790.8 $937.4 $1,088.3 $1,238.7 $1,282.5 $1,296.9 $1,313.0 $1,330.6 $1,349.7 $1,370.2 $1,392.1 $1,415.3 $1,439.8 $1,465.5 $1,486.5 $1,621.4
AV Adjustment of Base Value (Millions) ($0.9) ($2.1) ($2.9) ($3.9) ($5.0) ($6.2) ($7.5) ($7.8) ($7.9) ($7.9) ($8.0) ($8.1) ($8.1) ($8.2) ($8.2) ($8.3) ($8.4) ($8.4) ($9.5)
Adijusted Cumulative AV Development (Millions) $172.4 $563.4 $666.7 $786.9 $932.4 $1,082.0 $1,231.2 $1,2747 $1,289.0 $1,305.0 $1,322.6 $1,341.6 $1,362.1 $1,383.9 $1,407.0 $1,431.4 $1,457.1 $1,478.2 $1,611.9
Cumulative Citywide AV Growth (Millions) $15,769 $16,160 $16,263 $16,383 $16,529 $16,678 $16,827 $16,871 $16,885 $16,901 $16,919 $16,938 $16,958 $16,980 $17,003 $17,028 $17,053 $17,074 $17,208
Percent Increase in AV 1.11% 3.61% 4.27% 5.05% 5.98% 6.94% 7.89% 8.17% 8.27% 8.37% 8.48% 8.60% 8.73% 8.87% 9.02% 9.18% 9.34% 9.48% 10.34%
Cumulative MVLF generated by the Project $130,819  $427,426 $505,752 $596,987 $707,369 $820,879 $934,054 $967,052 $977,922 $990,046 $1,003,358 $1,017,802 $1,033,327 $1,049,887 $1,067,444 $1,085965 $1,105418 $1,121,423 $1,222,865
Total Annual MVLF Fees $130,819  $427,426 $505,752 $596,987 $707,369 $820,879 $934,054 $967,052 $977,922 $990,046 $1,003,358 $1,017,802 $1,033,327 $1,049,887 $1,067,444 $1,085,965 $1,105,418 $1,121,423 $1,222,865

Source: City of Chula Vista and HR&A



Table B-15
Estimated Onsite Retail Sales Tax

Average Est. HH Income’

HRA

Single Family Units $107,000
Multi Family Units

MF For Sale $70,000

MF Rental $70,364

Base V2 SPA
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out

Households
Single Family Units 247 327 377 447 517 587 657 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674
Multi Family Units

MF For Sale m 376 576 776 996 1,216 1,436 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498

MF Rental 323 448 508 568 648 728 808 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811
Total Units 681 1,151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,901 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983
Employees [¢] [¢] [¢] 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 722 775 827 879 932 984 984 1,976
Aggregate HH Income $56,926,455 $92,831,909 $116,403,727 $142,115,545 $170,634,636 $199,153,727 $227,672,818 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909
Average Annual Income /HH $83,592 $80,653 $79,674 $79,350 $78,961 $78,686 $78,481 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459
Countywide Income/HH? $83,935
Countywide Retail Exp/HH® $36,583
Retail Expenditure/HH Adij. Factor for SPA 100% 96% 95% 95% 94% 94% 94% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93%
Average Income Spending Adjustment 100.0%
Resorts Village Avg. Retail Expenditure/HH $36,434 $35,153 $34,726 $34,585 $34,415 $34,295 $34,206 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197
Gross Retail Sales of SPA Residents
Neighborhood Center 33% $8,187,811 $13,352,143 $16,742,511 $20,440,677 $24,542,618 $28,644,559 $32,746,499  $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718
Community Center 20% 4,962,310 8,092,208 10,146,976 12,388,289 14,874,314 17,360,339 19,846,363 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648
Regional Center 4% 992,462 1,618,442 2,029,395 2,477,658 2,974,863 3,472,068 3,969,273 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330
Super Regional Center 7% 1,736,808 2,832,273 3,551,442 4,335,901 5,206,010 6,076,119 6,946,227 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577
Other Centers 36% 8,932,158 14,565,974 18,264,557 22,298,921 26,773,765 31,248,610 35,723,454 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966 36,722,966
Onsite Capture
Neighborhood Center 60%  $4,912,687 $8,011,286 $10,045,506 $12,264,406 $14,725,571 $17,186,735 $19,647,900  $20,197,631  $20,197,631 $20,197,631 $20,197,631 $20,197,631 $20,197,631 $20,197,631 $20,197,631 $20,197,631 $20,197,631 $20,197,631  $20,197,631
Community Center 30%  $1,488,693  $2,427,662  $3,044,093  $3,716,487  $4,462,294  $5,208,102  $5,953,909 $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494  $6,120,494
Regional Center 0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Super Regional Center 0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Other Centers 10% $893,216  $1,456,597  $1,826,456  $2,229,892  $2,677,377  $3,124,861 $3,572,345 $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297  $3,672,297
Gross Retail Sales from SPA Employees
Annual Expenditure /Employee $1,175
Onsite Capture
Neighborhood Center 30% $0 $0 $0 $18,490 $72,231 $125,971 $162,086 $180,577 $199,067 $217,558 $236,048 $254,538 $273,029 $291,519 $310,009 $328,500 $346,990 $346,990 $696,393
Community Center 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4]
Regional Center 0% [¢] [¢] [¢] 0 0 0 0 [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢]
Super Regional Center 0% 0 0 0 0 [ [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Centers 10% [¢] [¢] [¢] 6,163 24,077 41,990 54,029 60,192 66,356 72,519 78,683 84,846 91,010 97,173 103,336 109,500 115,663 115,663 232,131
Total Taxable Retail Sales % Taxable
Neighborhood Center 64%  $3,144,120  $5,127,223  $6,429,124  $7,861,054  $9,470,593 $11,080,132 $12,678,391  $13,042,053 $13,053,887 $13,065721 $13,077,555 $13,089,388 $13,101,222 $13,113,056 $13,124,890 $13,136,724 $13,148,558 $13,148,558 $13,372,175
Community Center 77% 1,146,294 1,869,300 2,343,951 2,861,695 3,435,967 4,010,238 4,584,510 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781 4,712,781
Regional Center 97% [¢] [¢] [¢] 0 0 0 0 [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢] [¢]
Super Regional Center 100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Centers 97% 866,419 1,412,900 1,771,662 2,168,974 2,620,410 3,071,846 3,517,583 3,620,514 3,626,493 3,632,471 3,638,450 3,644,428 3,650,407 3,656,386 3,662,364 3,668,343 3,674,321 3,674,321 3,787,295
Total Taxable Retail Sales $5,156,833  $8,409,423 $10,544,738 $12,891,723 $15,526,969 $18,162,216 $20,780,484  $21,375,348 $21,393,160 $21,410,973 $21,428,785 $21,446,597 $21,464,410 $21,482,222 $21,500,035 $21,517,847 $21,535,659 $21,535,659 $21,872,251
Annual Sales Taxes to the City @ 1% $51,568 $84,094 $105,447 $128,917 $155,270 $181,622 $207,805 $213,753 $213,932 $214,110 $214,288 $214,466 $214,644 $214,822 $215,000 $215,178 $215,357 $215,357 $218,723

'Derived based on estimate of mortgage payment as 25% of income and 20 percent down.
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Table B-16
Estimated Offsite Retail Sales Tax

Average Est. HH Income'

HRA

Single Family Units $107,000
Multi Family Units

MF For Sale $70,000

MF Rental $70,364

Base V2 SPA
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out

Households
Single Family Units 247 327 377 447 517 587 657 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674 674
Multi Family Units

MF For Sale m 376 576 776 996 1,216 1,436 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498

MF Rental 323 448 508 568 648 728 808 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811 811
Total Units 681 1151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,901 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983
Employees 0 0 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 617 670 722 775 827 879 932 984 984 1976
Aggregate HH Income $56,926,455 $92,831,909 $116,403,727 $142,115,545 $170,634,636 $199,153,727 $227,672,818 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909 $234,042,909
Average Annual Income/HH $83,592 $80,653 $79,674 $79,350 $78,961 $78,686 $78,481 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459 $78,459
Countywide Income,/HH? $83,935
Countywide Retail Exp/HH’ $36,583
Retail Expenditure/HH Adj. Factor SPA 100% 96% 95% 95% 94% 94% 94% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93% 93%
Project Avg. Retail Expenditure/HH $36,434  $35,152.95 $34,726 $34,585 $34,415 $34,295 $34,206 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197 $34,197
Gross Retail Sales of SPA Residents
Neighborhood Center 33% $8,187,811 $13,352,143 $16,742,511 $20,440,677 $24,542,618 $28,644,559 $32746,499 $33,662,718 $33,662718 $33,662718 $33,662718 $33,662718 $33,662718 $33,662,718 $33,662718 $33,662718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718 $33,662,718
Community Center 20% 4,962,310 8,092,208 10,146,976 12,388,289 14,874,314 17,360,339 19,846,363 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648 20,401,648
Regional Center 4% 992,462 1,618,442 2,029,395 2,477,658 2974863 3,472,068 3,969,273 4080330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330 4,080,330
Super Regional Center 7% 1,736,808 2832273 3,551,442 4335901 5206010 6076119 6946227 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577 7,140,577
Other Centers 36% 8,932,158 14565974 18,264,557  22,298921 26773765 31,248,610 35723454 36722966 36722966 36722966 36722966 36722966 36722966 36722966 36722966 36722966 36722966 36722966 36,722,966
Off Site Share
Neighborhood Center 40% SO $5340,857  $6,697,004  $8,176,271  $9,817,047 $11,457,823 $13,098,600 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465087 $13,465,087
Community Center 70% SO $5664,546  $7,102,883  $8,671,803 $10,412,020 $12,152,237 $13,892,454 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153 $14,281,153
Regional Center 100% SO $1,618,442  $2029,395  $2,477,658  $2,974,863  $3,472,068  $3969,273  $4,080,330  $4,080,330  $4,080,330  $4,080330  $4,080,330  $4,080,330  $4,080,330  $4,080,330  $4,080,330  $4,080,330  $4,080,330  $4,080,330
Super Regional Center 100% $1 $2,832,273  $3,551,442  $4335901  $5206010  $6,076,119  $6946,227  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577  $7,140,577
Other Centers 90%  $32,791 $13,109,377 $16,438,101 $20,069,029 $24,096,389 $28,123,749 $32,151,109 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669 $33,050,669
Chula Vista Capture
Neighborhood Center 80% $6,550,249 $4,272,686  $5357,603  $6,541,017  $7,853,638  $9,166,259 $10,478,880 $10,772,070 $10772,070 $10772,070 $10772,070 $10,772,070 $10,772,070 $10,772,070 $10,772,070 $10,772,070 $10,772,070 $10,772,070 $10,772,070
Community Center 80% $3,969,848 $4,531,636  $5682,307  $6,937,442  $8,329,616  $9,721,790 $11,113,963 $11,424,923 $11,424,923 $11,424,923 $11,424,923 §11,424,923 $11,424923 $11,424923 $11,424,923 $11,424,923 $11,424923 $11,424923 $11,424,923
Regional Center 70%  $694723 $1,132909  $1,420,577  $1,734,361  $2,082,404  $2,430,447  $2,778,491  $2,856,231  $2,856231  $2,856,231  $2,856231  $2,856231  $2,856,231  $2,856,231  $2,856231  $2,856231  $2,856,231  $2,856,231  $2,856,231
Super Regional Center 60% $1,042,085 $1,699,364  $2,130,865  $2,601,541  $3,123,606  $3,645671  $4,167,736  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284346  $4,284346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284346  $4,284346  $4,284,346
Other Centers 40% $3,572,863 $5243751  $6,575241  $8,027,611  $9,638,555 $11,249,499 $12,860,443 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268 $13,220,268
Gross Retail Sales from SPA Employees
Annual Expenditure /Employee $1,175
Offsite Spending
Neighborhood Center 25% $0 $0 $0 $15,409 $60,192 $104,976 $135,072 $150,481 $165,889 $181,298 $196,707 $212,115 $227,524 $242,933 $258,341 $273,750 $289,158 $289,158 $580,327
Community Center 20% 0 0 0 12,327 48,154 83,981 108,058 120,385 132,711 145,038 157,365 169,692 182,019 194,346 206,673 219,000 231,327 231,327 464,262
Regional Center 0% o 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o o 0 0 o 0 0 0
Super Regional Center 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Centers 15% 0 0 0 9,245 36,115 62,986 81,043 90,288 99,534 108,779 118,024 127,269 136,514 145,760 155,005 164,250 173,495 173,495 348,196
Chula Vista Capture
Neighborhood Center 80% S0 $0 $0 $12,327 $48,154 $83,981 $108,058 $120,385 $132,711 $145,038 $157,365 $169,692 $182,019 $194,346 $206,673 $219,000 $231,327 $231,327 $464,262
Community Center 80% $0 $0 $0 $9,862 $38,523 $67,185 $86,446 $96,308 $106,169 $116,031 $125,892 $135,754 $145,615 $155,477 $165,338 $175,200 $185,061 $185,061 $371,410
Regional Center 70% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Super Regional Center 60% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Other Centers 40% $0 $0 $0 $3,698 $14,446 $25,194 $32,417 $36,115 $39,813 $43,512 $47,210 $50,908 $54,606 $58,304 $62,002 $65,700 $69,398 $69,398 $139,279
Taxable Retail Sales % Taxable
Neighborhood Center 64% $4,192,159 $2,734519  $3,428866  $4,194,140  $5057,147  $5920,153  $6,775640  $6,971,171  $6,979,060  $6,986,949  $6,994,839  $7,002,728 $7,010,617.00  $7,018,506 $7,026,395.45  $7,034,285 $7,042,173.89  $7,042,174  $7,191,252
Community Center 77% $3,056,783 $3,489,360  $4,375376  $5349,424  $6,443,467  $7,537,510  $8,624315  $8,871,347  $8,878941  $8,886,534  $8,894,127  $8,901,721  $8909,314  $8916908  $8,924,501  $8,932,094  $8,939,688  $8,939,688  $9,083,176
Regional Center 97%  $673882 $1,098922  $1,377959  $1,682,330  $2,019,932  $2,357,534  $2,695136  $2770,544  $2770,544  $2770,544  $2770,544  $2,770,544  $2,770,544  $2,770,544  $2770,544  $2,770,544  $2,770,544  $2,770,544  $2,770,544
Super Regional Center 100% $1,042,085 $1,699,364  $2,130,865  $2,601,541  $3,123,606  $3,645671  $4,167,736  $4,284346  $4,284346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346  $4,284,346
Other Centers 97% $3,465,677 $5086,438  $6,377983  $7,790370  $9,363,412 $10,936,453 $12,506,075 $12,858,692 $12,862,279 $12,865866 $12,869,453 $12,873,040 $12,876,627 $12,880,214 $12,883,801 $12,887,389 $12,890,976 $12,890976 $12,958,760
Total Taxable Retail Sales $12,430,586 $14,108,603 $17,691,050 $21,617,804 $26,007,563 $30,397,321 $34,768,903 $35756,099 $35775169 $35794,239 $35813,309 $35832,378 $35851,448 $35870,518 $35889,588 $35908,657 $35927,727 $35927,727 $36,288,078
Annual Sales Taxes to the City 1%  $124,306  $141,086 $176,911 $216,178 $260,076 $303,973 $347,689 $357,561 $357,752 $357,942 $358,133 $358,324 $358,514 $358,705 $358,896 $359,087 $359,277 $359,277 $362,881

"Derived based on estimate of mortgage payment as 25% of income and 20 percent down.
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Table B-17

Annexation Scenario - Revenue Summary (2009 $)

HRA

Base V2 SPA
Future

Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year17  Build Out
Revenue Drivers
Population(Persons) 2,206 3729 4734 5,803 7,002 8,200 9,399 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665 9,665
Private Employment (Employees) o 0 0 52 205 357 460 512 565 817 670 722 775 827 879 932 984 984 1976
Dwelling Units 681 1151 1,461 1,791 2,161 2,531 2,901 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983 2,983
Retail Commercial (SF) 0 o o o 40,000 80,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 130,000
Industrial Land (Acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0 120 150 18.0 21.0 240 27.0 30.0 33.0 36.0 39.0 42,0 42,0 94.4
Residential Land (Acres) 427 100.4 137.8 181.8 228.9 276.1 3233 334.1 334.1 334.1 334.1 3341 3341 3341 3341 3341 334.1 3341 3341

Revenue

Annual Revenues Factors
Revenue Adjustment Factor 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115% 115%
Population(Persons) $3.86 $9,791 $16,548  $21,005 $25,750 $31,069 $36,389 $41,708 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887 $42,887
Private Employment (Employees) $19.45 $0 $0 $0 $1,173 $4,581 $7,989 $10,279 $11,452 $12,624 $13,797 $14,969 $16,142 $17,315 $18,487 $19,660 $20,832 $22,005 $22,005 $44,163
Dwelling Units $3.60 $2,815 $4,758 $6,040 $7,404 $8,933 $10,463 $11,993 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332 $12,332
Retail Commercial (SF) $0.07 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,107 $6,213 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $7,767 $10,097
Industrial (Acres) $744.34 $0 $0 $0 $2,566 $5,132 $7,698 $10,265 $12,831 $15,397 $17,963 $20,529 $23,095 $25,661 $28,228 $30,794 $33,360 $35926 $35,926 $80,748
Residential Land (Acres) $1,569.01 $§77,028  $181,094  $248,500  $327,733  $412,788  $497,842  $582,897  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409  $602,409
Property Taxes $183,410  $183,410  $599,256  $709,071  $836984  $991,740 $1,150,883 $1,309,555 $1,355820 $1,371,059 $1,388,057 $1,406,721 $1,426972 $1,448,737 $1,471,955 $1,496,570 $1,522,536 $1,549,811 $1,714,472
Property Transfer Taxes $95332  $95332  $223,854 $83,493 $98,206  $118,222  $127,575  $134,575 $83,200 $69,246 $70,767 $72,322 $73,910 $75,533 $77,191 $78,885 $80,616 $82,385  $144,598
MVLF Revenues $130,819  $427,426  $505752  $596,987  $707,369  $820,879  $934,054  $967,052  $977,922  $990,046 $1,003,358 $1,017,802 $1,033,327 $1,049,887 $1,067,444 $1,085965 $1,105418 $1,121,423 $1,222,865
Sales and Use Tax $175874  $225180  $282,358  $345095  $415345  $485595  $555494  $571,314  $571,683  $572,052  $572,421  $572790  $573,159  $573527  $573,896  $574,265  $574634  $574,634  $581,603
Total Annual Revenues $675,068 $1,133,747 $1,886,765 $2,099,271 $2,523,513 $2,983032 $3432,913 $3,672,174 $3,682,041 $3,699,558 $3,735497 $3774,267 $3,815737 $3,859,793 $3,906,334 $3955272 $4,006,530 $4,051,578 $4,456,174

Source: HR&A



Table B-18
Net Fiscal Impacts

Resorts Village Annexation Scenario

HRA

CPI ( San Diego Area)' 258.96
242.27
Base V2 SPA
Future
Year 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 Year 12 Year 13 Year 14 Year 15 Year 16 Year 17 Build Out
2014 Dollar Inflation Factor 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.069
$2,028,630 $2,526,254 $3,045,961 $3,545,558 $3,647,475 $3,655989 $3,664,502 $3,673,015 $3,681,528 $3,690,042 $3,698,555 $3,707,068 $3,715582 $3,724,095 $3,724,095 $3,930,395
$3,992,759 $4,034,199 $4,078,525 $4,125,615 $4,175,361 $4,227,669 $4,282,458 $4,330,608 $4,763,068

Total Expenditures

Total Revenues

Net Fiscal Impacts (2014 Dollars

$758,472 $1,292,258 $1,644,080
$721,559 $1,211,827 $2,016,705

($36,912)  ($80,431)  $372,625

$2,243,847 $2,697,306 $3,188,471 $3,669,336 $3,925,074 $3,935,621 $3,954,345
$215,217 $171,052 $142,510 $123,778 $277,599 $279,632 $289,843 $319,743 $352,670 $388,483 $427,060 $468,293 $512,088 $558,363 $606,513 $832,672

'Bureau of Labor Statistics

Source: HR&A
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Executive Summary

Baldwin & Sons (Developer) is currently preparing an amendment that proposes land use changes in the
Otay Ranch Village 2 area and will impact surrounding villages. The City retained HR&A Adbvisors, Inc.
(HR&A) an experienced fiscal consultant, to prepare a fiscal impact analysis of the proposed amendment
as well as a market demand analysis of industrial and retail commercial uses to support the fiscal impact.

This deliverable includes the industrial and retail market analysis. It reviews the current performance of
the Chula Vista industrial and retail markets and projects demand for each use. This analysis will be used
to prepare market-drive absorption estimates for the fiscal impact (prepared under separate cover).

Project
The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Amendment proposes 1,562 additional residential units, approximately

14 additional acres of commercial /residential mixed use, an 11.9-acre reduction in industrial, 6.3
additional acres of community purpose facilities (CPF), 12.2 additional acres of parkland (a portion of
park acres will be included in Village 4), and a second elementary school in the Village 2 SPA of the Otay
Ranch General Development Plan area.

Industrial Market Analysis Findings

- The Chula Vista and Otay Mesa industrial markets are weak due to the sluggish Mexico economy.
Imports from Mexico are starting to grow, but industrial development is likely to have a significant
lag. Industrial users/developers will look to lease available vacant Otay Mesa space before
looking to construct new industrial space. This will slow the absorption of new industrial space in
Village 2.

- There is support for industrial development, but Village 2 industrial is not likely to be fully
developed until the long term.

- The industrial analysis shows support for 21.8 acres of industrial development in the next ten
years, an average of 2.2 acres per year, assuming a mid-range capture of South San Diego
industrial demand. This represents 23 percent of total industrial space within Village 2.

- Assuming a high capture rate of South San Diego industrial demand, Village 2 can support 34.8
acres of new industrial development in the next 10 years, or average of 3.5 acres per year.

- At the current projected rate of annual absorption, assuming the mid-range absorption, it would
take 43 years to absorb all 94.4 acres of currently entitled industrial and 38 years to absorb all
82.5 acres of industrial in the Village 2 Amendment. Even assuming the high rate of absorption,
3.5 acres per year, it would take 27 years to absorb all of the industrial currently entitled and 24
years to absorb all of the industrial in the Village 2 Amendment.

Retail Market Analysis Findings

- New Village 2 retail will have substantial competition for retail spending from the large existing
cluster of big box retail at CA-125 and Olympic Parkway.

- With 2,983 new units, Village 2 is projected to support an additional 95,000 square feet of retail
under existing entitlements. This is 35,000 square feet less than the 130,000 square feet of retail
currently entitled for the village.

- With 4,545 new units, the Village 2 Amendment is expected to support 141,000 square feet of
retail. The Village 2 Amendment is projected to support its proposed 130,000 square feet of
retail.
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Introduction

Baldwin & Sons (Developer) is currently preparing an amendment that proposes land use changes in the
Otay Ranch Village 2 area and will impact surrounding villages.

As part of the City of Chula Vista’s SPA amendment protocol, the City of Chula Vista (City) has requested
an updated fiscal impact analysis (FIA), in addition to a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and a
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP). The City is interested in encouraging and supporting balanced
development that benefits the residents and economy of Chula Vista and is considering developing land
use triggers or other development requirements as part of the PFFP and FIA. The City retained HR&A
Adpvisors, Inc. (HR&A), an experienced fiscal consultant, to prepare a fiscal impact analysis of the proposed
amendment as well as a market demand analysis of industrial and retail commercial uses to support the
fiscal impact analysis.

The Village 2 Comprehensive Amendment analysis will be prepared with two analysis elements, a market
demand analysis and fiscal impact analysis. The market analysis evaluates the existing supply of
commercial uses within Otay Ranch and compares it to projected demand for the industrial and retail uses.
This analysis will be used to prepare market-driven projected absorption estimates for industrial and retail
uses within Village 2 and will be an input into the fiscal impact analysis. The demand analysis will also be
used to understand the relative relationship between commercial absorption and residential absorption in
Village 2 when evaluating sensitivity of the fiscal impact to development timing.

The fiscal impact analysis will be prepared based on the City’s fiscal model for new development, the SPA
Fiscal Impact Framework. To understand the incremental impact of the proposed Comprehensive SPA, the
fiscal impact analysis will compare (1) the annual net revenues to the City of the Village 2 SPA as
approved and, (2) the annual net revenues of Village 2 including the Comprehensive SPA amendment for
an approximate 10 to 20-year period.

The following deliverable represents the market analysis.



Project

The Village 2 Comprehensive SPA Amendment proposes 1,562 additional residential units, approximately
14 additional acres of commercial /residential mixed use, an 11.9-acre reduction in industrial, 6.3
additional acres of community purpose facilities (CPF), 12.2 additional acres of parkland (a portion of
park acres will be included in Village 4), and a second elementary school in the Village 2 SPA of the Otay
Ranch General Development Plan area.

The project requires amendments to the City of Chula Vista General Plan, the Otay Ranch General
Development Plan, and the Village of Montecito & Otay Ranch Business Park Sectional Planning Area
(SPA) plan for Villages Two, Three, and a portion of four, as well as four new tentative maps.

Village 2 is envisioned as an urban village in the Otay Ranch GDP and is planned for transit-oriented
development with higher densities and mixed uses in the village core. Village 2 will be served in the future
by Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and will have a transit station along the village core. Village 2 is
approximately 766 acres and located along the western edge of the Otay Valley Parcel, south of
Olympic Parkway and west of La Media Road. Village 2 is currently entitled for development of 2,983
dwelling units in the Montecito SPA, 674 single-family units and 2,309 multi-family dwelling units.

Figure 1: Map of Otay Ranch Village 2

\ »”

Source: Googlemaps, y of Chula Vista, and HR&A .

HR&A Advisors, Inc. Comprehensive Village 2 SPA Amendment| 4



[ ]
Demographics
The Otay Ranch Master Plan area is a recently established (and growing) area of Chula Vista. To better
understand the context of the Otay Ranch Village 2 SPA, the Demographics section reviews the historical
and projected population, household, and income characteristics within the Otay Ranch area, City of Chula
Vista and San Diego County. Data evaluated includes US Census data, ESRI population and income
estimates, and SANDAG growth forecasts.

Population and Households

In 2012, the City of Chula Vista was estimated to have approximately 250,000 residents in 77,000
households as shown in Figure 2. The City of Chula Vista added more than 70,000 residents and 18,600
households between 2000 and 2012. Between 2000 and 2010 the City had a growth rate
approximately three times the growth rate of San Diego County.

The comprehensive Otay Ranch Master Plan Villages make up approximately 17 percent of the City of
Chula Vista residents.

The Otay Ranch population increased from 3,990 residents (1,140 households) in 2000 to 42,100
residents (11,920 households in 2012). Otay Ranch, still in development, makes up approximately 50
percent of the growth in the City of Chula Vista across the last decade. Otay Ranch’s high annual
population growth rate of 26 percent reflects the significant buildout of Otay Ranch during the housing
boom. Much of this growth occurred during the housing boom at the start of the decade and leveled off
with the recession. Between 2010 and 2012 the growth rate slowed significantly (to approximately 2
percent), but developers are looking to restart projects that stalled during the recession.

As also shown in Figure 2, both the City of Chula Vista and Otay Ranch have a higher average household
size than the County. The County has an average household size of 2.75. The City of Chula Vista’s
household size of 3.21 is almost 20 percent higher, while Otay Ranch’s average household size of 3.5 is
almost 30 percent higher. The larger household sizes in Otay Ranch may be a reflection of the larger
families that locate in the single-family homes available in the area.

Figure 2: Historical Population and Households

San Diego | Otay Ranch % Chula Vista % of
Otay Ranch Chula Vista County of Chula Vista San Diego Co.

Population
2000 3,990 175,855 2,813,833 2.3% 6.2%
2010 40,298 243,916 3,095,313 16.5% 7.9%
2012* 42,094 248,934 3,137,431 16.9% 7.9%
Population Growth (CAGR)
2000 - 2010 26.0% 3.3% 1.0% 782.3% 347.2%
2010- 2012 2.2% 1.0% 0.7% 215.4% 150.9%
Households
2000 1,136 58,336 994,677 1.9% 5.9%
2010 11,436 75,515 1,086,865 15.1% 6.9%
2012* 11,924 76,909 1,103,403 15.5% 7.0%
Household Growth (CAGR)
2000 - 2010 26.0% 2.6% 0.9% 993.5% 293.7%
2010- 2012 2.1% 0.9% 0.8% 229.8% 121.2%
Average Household Size
2000 3.45 2.99 2.73 115.4% 109.5%
2010 3.49 3.21 2.75 108.7% 116.7%
2012 35 3.21 2.75 109.0% 116.7%

Source: US Census, ESRI, HR&A Advisors



Population and Household Projections

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) prepares 2008 to 2050 population and household
growth projections for the San Diego region. Population projections for Chula Vista and County are shown
in Figure 3.

Between 2010 and 2030, the City of Chula Vista is anticipated to grow by 45,000 residents, from a
population of 244,000 to 289,000. This represents a reduction in the expected Chula Vista population
growth rate from 3.3 percent between 2000 to 2010 to 1.3 percent between 2010 and 2020.

In San Diego County the 2010-2020 household and population growth rate is projected to be slightly
higher than the last decade and then is expected to decline beyond 2020. While new population and
households will be added to the City, Chula Vista’s 2010 - 2020 household growth rate is projected to
slow considerably as compared with 2000 - 2010.

Figure 3: Population and Household Projections

Chula Vista as %

City of Chula  San Diego of San Diego
Population Projections Vista County County
Population Projections

2010* 243,916 3,095,313 8%
2020 267,418 3,535,000 8%
2030 288,978 3,870,000 7%
Annual Population Growth(CAGR)
2010-2020 0.9% 1.3% 69%
2020-2030 0.8% 0.9% 86%
Household Projections
2010* 75,515 1,086,865 7%
2020 84,502 1,200,966 7%
2030 91,246 1,309,474 7%
Annual Household Growth (CAGR)
2010-2020 1.1% 1.0% 113%
2020-2030 0.8% 0.9% 89%

*2010 data from 2010 decennial US Census

City of Chula Vista Projected Population Growth

80,000
70,000
60,000
50,000
40,000
30,000
20,000

10,000 - - -

2000-2010 (Actual) 2010-2020 2020-2030

(Estimated) (Estimated)

Source: SANDAG, US Census, HR&A Advisors



Income

The City of Chula Vista’s 2012 median household income of $57,000 is in line with but slightly lower than
the San Diego County’s 2012 median household income of $59,000 as shown in Figure 4. However, it
should be noted that median household income in the Otay Ranch portion of Chula Vista is 23 percent
higher than in San Diego County. Otay Ranch has a median income of $70,000.

Average household incomes are higher, but hold to a similar pattern. City of Chula Vista average
household income is $74,000 and is almost 10 percent lower than San Diego County’s average household
income of $81,000. Otay Ranch’s average income is approximately $90,000 in Otay Ranch and is 24
percent higher than San Diego County.

As a newly established community, Otay Ranch households must be able to afford the higher purchase and
rental price of new construction homes as shown in Figure 4. The Otay Ranch area has a similar share of
households making over a $100,000 relative to San Diego County, but has a greater share of middle-
income families. Only 10 percent of households earn below $35,000 in Otay Ranch, relative to almost 30
percent in Chula Vista and San Diego County.

Figure 4: 2012 Household Income

Otay Ranch Chula Vista
San Diego| %of Chula % of San
Otay Ranch Chula Vista County Vista Diego Co.

Median Income $70,060 $56,919 $59,031 123% 96%
Average Income $91,471 $73,833 $80,814 124% 91%

Distribution of Household Income
30%
25%
20%
15% -
10% — -
MJJ‘I I
0% - . : . , .
<$15,000 $25,000 - $50,000 - $100,000 - $200,000+
$34,999 $74,999 $149,999
uQOtay Ranch = San Diego County

Source: ESRI, HR&A Advisors



Industrial

Industrial Market

CoStar, a proprietary provider of real estate data, was used to capture San Diego market industrial
historical performance trends and to better understand the industrial competitive supply. The industrial
supply analysis reviews the comprehensive San Diego market and looks at the competitive Otay Ranch
industrial submarkets. Otay Ranch is located within the Chula Vista industrial submarket, but is adjacent
and closely linked to the Otay Mesa industrial market.

San Diego Industrial Market
San Diego industrial space is supported by manufacturing, biomedical sciences, and the import and export
of goods brought through the Port of San Diego and across the US Mexico border.

As shown in Figure 5, the overall San Diego industrial market was performing well in the beginning of the
last decade, absorbing almost 1.8 million square feet of rentable building area (RBA) annually, up until
the recession in 2008. Vacancies grew through the recession and peaked in 2010. The industrial market
has been improving since 2010, but only 850,000 square feet of industrial space has been constructed
since 2010.

Figure 5: San Diego County Industrial Trends

Total
Total Total Net No. of Bldg RBA  No. of Bldg RBA Under Average
Period # Bldgs Total RBA Vacant % Absorption Delivered Delivered Under Const Const Rate
2000 6,565 133,181,956 6.3% 1,867,353 2,598,054 2,609,065
2001 6,615 136,027,437 6.5% 2,911,438 55 2,896,995 31 1,211,063 $7.53
2002 6,636 136,867,487 6.5% 367,217 40 1,543,337 29 1,724,875 $7.55
2003 6,656 138,648,295 6.6% 1,755,490 46 2,189,733 77 1,890,898 $7.60
2004 6,693 140,170,911 7.1% 1,315,561 76 2,019,122 43 1,730,851 $7.93
2005 6,738 141,960,745 6.5% 2,103,231 57 2,428,820 94 1,667,398 $8.84
2006 6,856 144,431,679 6.5% 2,080,149 124 2,604,390 37 1,571,702 $9.13
2007 6,934 145,375,039 6.4% 1,632,034 92 2,214,334 41 392,685 $9.40
2008 6,976 145,966,387 6.8% -1,277,725 47 632,180 18 641,932 $9.40
2009 6,957 146,183,694 8.8% -3,221,922 19 647,608 2 233,020 $8.88
2010 6,945 146,296,432 9.5% 849,505 3 286,770 1 176,000 $8.10
2011 6,925 146,143,758 8.9% 566,568 2 192,000 1 49,256 $7.98
2012 6,918 146,011,577 8.3% 1,268,469 2 179,101 2 147,548 $8.21
3Q2013 YTD 6,916 146,050,677 7.7% 447,953 3 184,598 1 156,421 $8.33
San Diego County Industrial Absorption and Vacancy
mmm Net Absorption  =ses RBA Delivered = \Vacancy
4,000,000 — 10.0%
3,000,000 A 80%
6.0%
2,000,000
= lilll
S 1,000,000 L 20%
E 0 J L = I— 0.0% E‘
3 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 g 2010 2011 2012 8
@ -1,000,000 - - -2.0% §
-2,000,000 0%
-6.0%
-3,000,000 -8.0%
-4,000,000 -10.0%

Source: CoStar and HR&A Advisors



Otay Mesa and Chula Vista Markets
Both the Chula Vista and Otay Mesa industrial markets have been weak since the recession. While the rest
of San Diego’s industrial market has started to improve, Chula Vista’s industrial market and Otay Mesa’s

industrial market, in particular, have struggled.

The market’s weakness is the combination of the recession that hit the US starting in 2007 and the ongoing
economic impact of the global recession on Mexico. Much of the industrial space, particularly in Otay
Mesaq, is used to support the warehouse and distribution of imported goods from Mexico. US imports of
goods from Mexico have not fully recovered and the Mexican economy is just starting to improve. Foreign
investment has been low in Mexico, but economists are expecting that Mexico will turn a corner and its
economy will improve in the next few years!.

Figure 6: Trade with Mexico through Otay Mesa Port (US $Millions)
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Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Research and Innovative Technology Administration, Bureau of
Transportation Statistics, TransBorder Freight Data and HR&A Advisors

Chula Vista Industrial Submarket

The Chula Vista submarket has 8.6 million square feet of RBA and makes up 6 percent of the San Diego
county industrial space. With smaller industrial spaces (and, likely, a greater diversification of users within
the industrial space) the Chula Vista submarket has performed better than Otay Mesa’s industrial market.
As shown in Figure 7:

- 615,000 square feet was delivered to the Chula Vista submarket between 2000 and 2010 but
nothing has been constructed or delivered since the recession.

- The Chula Vista industrial market performance was variable in the last decade. Between 2000
and 2007, 250,000 square feet of new space was leased, but the absorption each year was
variable. Since 2008, a total of 100,000 square feet has been vacated.

- Lease rates fell 34 percent since peak pricing of $9.66 PSF in 2007 and are continuing to
decrease.

1 “Mexico’s Economy: Reality Bites.” The Economist. May 25, 2013.



Figure 7: Chula Vista Industrial Submarket Trends

Total
Total Total Net # RBA RBA RBA Under Average
Period # Bldgs Total RBA Vacant % Absorption Delivered Delivered # Under Const Const Rate
2000 327 8,433,912 5.0% -118,337 3 40,017 0 0 $5.39
2001 327 8,433,912 5.7% 94,956 0 0 2 62,180  $6.82
2002 331 8,521,011 4.3% 213,333 4 87,099 1 31,302  $7.63
2003 332 8,552,313 4.7% -47,816 1 31,302 3 156,341 $6.93
2004 334 8,659,302 10.1% -323,843 2 106,989 2 79,398  $7.01
2005 340 8,806,680 5.4% 737,277 6 147,378 1 13,000 $8.75
2006 341 8,819,680 3.9% -226,158 1 13,000 1 76,916 $9.02
2007 344 8,722,326 5.5% -78,912 6 189,338 0 0 $9.66
2008 344 8,722,326 5.5% -60,529 0 0 0 0 $8.54
2009 344 8,722,326 7.1% -103,284 0 0 0 0 $7.09
2010 344 8,722,326 7.9% 31,237 0 0 0 0 $6.51
2011 344 8,722,326 7.1% 23,199 0 0 0 0 $6.91
2012 342 8,636,560 7.4% -68,215 0 0 0 0 $6.29
3Q2013 YTD 342 8,636,560 6.5% 77,273 0 0 0 0 $6.32
Chula Vista Absorptionand Vacancy
mmm Net Absorption  mssm RBA Delivered  —a—Vacancy
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Source: CoStar and HR&A Adyvisors

Otay Mesa Industrial Submarket
With 13.6 million square feet, the Otay Mesa submarket makes up 9 percent of the San Diego industrial
space. The Otay Mesa industrial market is extremely soft. As shown in Figure 8:
- Currently the submarket has a vacancy rate of 16 percent, more than double the County average
of near 8 percent and Otay Mesa’s vacancy rate of almost 7 percent.
- There is more than 600,000 square feet of existing vacant industrial space in Otay Mesa to be
absorbed before new space is built.
- Otay Mesa lease rates have been reduced by approximately 20 percent from their peak pricing
of $6.95 in 2007 to a current rate of $5.68 per square foot.

The amount of vacant space in the Otay Mesa submarket will need to be absorbed and will impact the
development of new space in the Chula Vista submarket.



Figure 8: Otay Mesa Industrial Trends

Total

Total Total Net No. of Bldgs RBA No. of Bldgs RBA Under Average

Period Total RBA Vacant % Absorption Delivered Delivered Under Const Const Rate
2000 168 6,447,292 8.5% 925,609 11 837,995 15 875,928 $5.91
2001 183 7,323,220 14.8% 533,801 15 875,928 10 528,033 $6.16
2002 197 8,101,233 16.9% 273,396 14 778,013 5 872,448 $6.00
2003 202 9,177,218 13.5% 1,486,869 5 1,075,985 15 405,138 $6.11
2004 213 9,919,255 14.0% 196,216 11 742,037 23 733,318 $6.21
2005 245 11,163,460 17.5% 804,537 31 1,234,131 6 509,057 $6.54
2006 258 11,864,447 13.2% 1,434,443 13 700,987 9 1,022,946 $6.63
2007 268 12,919,199 12.2% 723,421 10 1,054,752 37 347,462 $6.95
2008 305 13,266,661 15.9% -348,038 37 347,462 2 294,142 $6.92
2009 307 13,560,803 20.9% -629,924 2 294,142 0 0 $6.60
2010 307 13,560,803 22.4% 503,837 0 0 0 0 $5.73
2011 307 13,560,803 19.3% 248,173 0 0 1 49,256 $5.75
2012 308 13,610,059 17.5% 555,257 1 49,256 0 0 $5.74
3Q2013 YTD 308 13,610,059 16.0% -169,365 0 0 0 0 $5.68

Otay Mesa Submarket Absorption, Deliveries, and Vacancy

mm Net Absorption  wesm RBA Delivered  ——Vacancy
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Source: CoStar and HR&A Advisors
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Industrial Demand
Industrial demand is estimated based on projections of new industrial employment (and associated
industrial space need) within the South San Diego region.

Census QCEW OnTheMap data (shown in Figure 9) was used to review current and historical employment
trends in the Chula Vista South San Diego region. The analysis evaluated 2002 to 2011 employment for
an industrial market area that includes the City of Chula Vista and the City of San Diego Community Plan
Areas of Otay Mesa, Otay Mesa-Nestoor, and San Ysidro. 2000 total employment in this region was
66,000 in 2002 and grew to just under 83,100 in 2011, an annual growth rate of 2.32 percent. In this
area there was only a slight dip in employment in 2009 relative to 2008. However, the recession did
impact the annual employment growth rate which moved from an average of 2.71 percent between 2002
to 2008 to an average of 2.32 percent between 2008 and 2011.

Figure 9: South San Diego Employment (2002 - 2012)

South San Diego Total Employment
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Source: Census QCEW OntheMap, HR&A Adyvisors

Industrial Demand Methodology
The following outlines the key analysis steps in estimating Village 2 industrial demand:
- The industrial demand analysis uses the historical Census OnTheMap data employment growth rate
(2002 -2011) to project future employment growth between 2011 and 2022.
- An estimated share of employment that utilize industrial space, by industry, is then applied to the
total employment projections to project industrial employment in the South San Diego region.
- Using an estimated average square feet per industrial employee factor, incremental projected
industrial employment figures are translated into projected industrial RBA demand for the South
San Diego region. Comparing total industrial space in the South San Diego region,
approximately 23 million, to the estimated current industrial employees of approximately 17,700,
results in an average of approximately 1,350 SF per employee. Given that industrial space per
employee is likely to become more compact with increased efficiency as well as the higher cost of
land, as supply is absorbed, we use an industry average of 1,250 SF per employee is utilized in
making forward RBA demand projections.




To estimate the capture of the Chula Vista submarket, the current inventory of the Chula Vista
market was compared to the inventory for the South San Diego region. Chula Vista makes up
approximately 36 percent of the inventory. With the 1-805, I-125, and Otay Mesa Port, the City
of Chula Vista is well located to service import and export businesses moving goods to and from
Mexico. The demand analysis assumes Chula Vista can capture approximately 40 percent of the
market in the next 10 years.

Figure 10: South San Diego Industrial Inventory

Rentable
Building Share of
South San Diego Submarkets Area Total
Otay Mesa Industrial Submarket 13,610,059 57.2%
Chula Vista Industrial Submarket 8,636,560 36.3%
San Ysidro Industrial Submarket 1,530,221 6.4%
Benchmark South San Diego Region 23,776,840 100%

Source: CoStar and HR&A Advisors

Village 2 SPA currently has approximately 88 acres of industrial land, approximately 20 percent
of Chula Vista’s available industrial lands2. Relative to other areas in Chula Vista, Village 2 is well
located in close proximity to the I-125 toll road and the Otay Mesa Port. The Village 2 SPA
capture depends on the development of other industrial space in Chula Vista and is estimated
between 15 percent and 40 percent of Chula Vista.

Square feet are translated into acres assuming a FAR of 0.35 for industrial land.

Industrial Demand

Using the methodology outlined above, HR&A estimates demand for industrial acres in Village 2.
Detailed tables for current employment and the allocation of employment by industrial user are included in
the Appendix.

Figure 11 presents the projected industrial user employees between 2012 and 2023. Based on historical
estimates of growth, industrial users are expected to grow from 17,700 to 20,500 by 2023.

Between 2013 and 2018, 1,100 new industrial-using employees are projected demanding 1.38
million square feet of industrial space.

Between 2018 and 2023, 1,549 new industrial-using employees are projected, demanding 1.9
million square feet of industrial space.

Based on an estimated Chula Vista submarket capture rate of 40 percent of regional growth and
a Village 2 capture rate between 15 and 40 percent, we estimate that between 2013 and 2018,
Village 2 can absorb 5.4 to 14.5 industrial acres or 1.1 to 2.9 acres a year and 1.5 to 4 acres a
year between 2018 and 2023.

It should be noted that this analysis is somewhat conservative in assuming that industrial jobs are only
attracted from the South San Diego region. Other studies may consider the capture rate of all of San
Diego County under the premise that the South San Diego region has the most developable industrial
land available and my actually capture employees from other parts of the County.

2 According to SAN DAG, the City of Chula Vista has approximately 507 vacant industrial acres.



Figure 11: Industrial Demand Analysis

S. San Diego Industrial -Using Jobs

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 106 111 118 124 132
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 1 1 1 1 1
Utilities 211 252 330 395 517
Construction 375 352 321 301 274
Manufacturing 6,802 6,604 6,318 6,134 5,868
Wholesale Trade 4,048 4,141 4,286 4,386 4,539
Retail Trade 776 826 908 967 1,063
Transportation and Warehousing 3,036 3,264 3,638 3,910 4,358
Information 43 42 40 39 37
Finance and Insurance 0 0 0 0 0
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 253 261 275 284 299
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Sencs 165 182 212 234 272
Management of Companies and Enterprises 0 0 0 0 0
Admin & Support, Waste Mngmt. 655 683 727 758 807
Educational Senices 0 0 0 0 0
Health Care and Social Assistance 458 493 551 594 664
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 122 145 188 224 291
Accommodation and Food Senices 437 466 511 544 598
Other Senices (excluding Public Admin.) 348 407 517 606 769
Public Administration 0 0 0 0 0
Total Industrial Jobs 17,834 18,231 18,942 19,502 20,490
Industrial Demand 2013- 2018 2018 - 2023 Total
Industrial Employment Growth 1,108 1,549 2,657
Square Feet (SF) per Industrial Job 1,250 1,250 1,250
S. San Diego Region Industrial Demand (SF) 1,384,636 1,936,070 3,320,707
Chula Vista Submarket Capture (SF) 40% 553,855 774,428 1,328,283
Est. Capture
Village 2 Capture (SF) Rate Range
Low 15% 83,078 116,164 199,242
Mid 25% 138,464 193,607 332,071
High 40% 221,542 309,771 531,313
Estimated Acres @ FAR of 0.35
Low 5.4 7.6 13.1
Mid 9.1 12.7 21.8
High 14.5 20.3 34.8

Source: US Census LC QEW OntheMap, HR&A Advisors




Retail

Retail Supply

Chula Vista retail is spread across two retail submarkets, the Eastlake submarket and Chula Vista
submarket. Figure 13, on the next page, maps the shopping centers in the two markets. Otay Ranch retail
will compete primarily with the Eastlake shopping centers as well as the four Chula Vista shopping centers
located east of the I-805.

Eastlake Shopping Center Performance
There are currently 2.3 million square feet of Rentable Building Area (RBA) in shopping centers in the
Eastlake Submarket.

All of the Eastlake centers were built in the last decade. The Otay Ranch Town Center was built in 2006
and three other shopping centers, with approximately 540,000 square feet of space, have been added
since 2006. Only 2,500 square feet has been added since 2008.

As shown in Figure 12, with the addition of Otay Ranch Center, vacancy rates jumped up to 9 percent, but
as the space was absorbed vacancies fell back to a low 4 percent in 2007 and 2008. With the recession
retail vacancy rates climbed to almost 7 percent.

Figure 12: Historical Eastlake Shopping Center Performance

Total Vacant Total Total Net RBA RBA Under
Period # Bldgs Total RBA SF Vacant % Absorption Delivered Const
2006 75 1,790,484 156,393  9.1% 690,959 242,459 239,436
2007 84 2,186,546 80,522  3.9% 374,104 396,062 151,452
2008 91 2,337,998 82,065 3.6% 167,264 141,635 0
2009 91 2,337,998 110,422  4.7% -63,274 0 0
2010 91 2,337,998 137,257 5.9% 8,680 0 0
2011 91 2,337,998 146,151 6.3% -7,756 0 2,500
2012 92 2,340,498 159,895 6.8% 4,634 2,500 0
3Q2013 YTD 92 2,340,498 156,511  6.7% -6,596 0 0
Eastlake Shopping Center Absorptionand Vacancy
mmmm Net Absorption  mssm RBA Delivered — —#—Vacancy (Right Axis)
800,000 10.0%
700,000 9.0%
600,000 8.0%
< 500,000 - 7.0% 2
& 400,000 - g 60% &
£ 300,000 - — 50% &
2 200,000 4.0% §
“ 100,000 3.0% S
0 2.0%
-100,000 2010 2011 2012 1.0%
-200,000 0.0%

Source: CoStar and HR&A Adyvisors



Figure 13: Chula Vista and Eastlake Retail Centers
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While the US recession ended in 2009, retail continues to be impacted by the more permanent lower level
of US consumer spending. In addition, retail in the Eastlake area is impacted by reduced consumer
spending from Mexican visitors (See Figure 14) who made up a significant share of Chula Vista area retail
spending. Retail impacts include increased vacancy and a significant decline in retail lease rates after
2006 as well.

Figure 14: Pedestrian, Bus, and Passenger Vehicle Border Crossings
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Source: US Department of Transportation and HR&A

Competitive Shopping Centers

Figure 15, on the next page, presents a list of shopping centers east of the Interstate-805. Any proposed
retail in Village 2 will have to compete with the cluster of retail near at the CA-125 South Bay Expressway
and Olympic Parkway and other clusters along CA -125.

The Otay Ranch Towne Center is approximately 700,000 square feet of regional-serving shopping center.
This particular property was opened right before the recession in 2006 and, in recent years, has struggled
to fill space. The center is 90 percent occupied, and occupancy is increasing.

There is over 1.0 million square feet in community-serving shopping centers within the competitive area.
These centers include both grocery stores and big box retailers, such as Walmart, Target, and the Home
Depot.

The three reported neighborhood centers include 260,000 square feet of RBA. The Plaza at Sunbow,
which includes a Ralph’s and CVS, is the closest neighborhood center to Village 2, but will be less

competitive than the cluster of retail at Olympic Parkway and CA-125.

As presented previously in the Figure 13, there is a significant amount of retail within the competitive area.

Planned and Proposed Retdail

The Otay Ranch Town Center, part of the Freeway Commercial SPA, will include an additional 180,000
square feet of regional-serving retail and the second, currently vacant portion of the Freeway Commercial
SPA Freeway is proposed to include 115,000 to 347,000 square feet of retail uses within.

There is a reported proposed village retail, a community center on Olympic Parkway, that is anticipated to
open in 2015. In addition, many of the Otay Ranch villages include neighborhood serving retail centers.



Figure 15: Competitive Shopping Centers

Rentable
Center Type/Name Address Submarket Building Area Anchor Tenant % Leased
Regional Mall
Otay Ranch Town Center 2015 Birch Rd Eastlake Ret 703,360 Macy's,REI,H& M 90.74 2006
Power Center
Rancho Del Oro Bus Center 895 E H St Chula Vista Ret 529,949 Kmart,Costco,Home 100.00 1994

Depot,Jerome's Furniture

Community Center

Eastlake Village Marketplace 910 Eastlake Pky Eastlake Ret 397,210 Lowe's,Target 100.00 2003
Eastlake Terraces 1480 Eastlake Pky Eastlake Ret 310,751 Walmart,Walgreens, 98.76 2004
Home Depot
Village Walk at Eastlake Eastlake Pky @ Miller Rd Eastlake Ret 201,553 Sprouts,PETCO,Pier 1 97.81 2007
Imports
The Marketplace at Windingwalk 1745 Eastlake Pky Eastlake Ret 151,452 Vons 90.54 2008
1,060,966 97.87
Neighborhood Center
Eastlake Village Center East 2315 Otay Lakes Rd Eastlake Ret 118,807 Kohl's 96.62 2004
The Plaza at Sunbow 605 E Palomar St Chula Vista Ret 105,503 Ralphs Grocery 98.61 2001
Company,CVS Pharmacy
Tierra Corners 1020 Tierra del Rey Chula Vista Ret 37,676 100.00 1998
261,986 97.91

Strip Center
1655 Brandywine Ave Chula Vista Ret 8,718 100

Source: Costar and HR&A Advisors



Retail Demand

The growing Village 2 area and greater Otay Ranch Master Plan area population will support new retail
developments. Retail demand is driven by the number of households/residents in the market area and the
amount they spend on retail purchases. The retail demand analysis provides guidance on the amount of
new retail that may be supported within Village 2 based on the number of dwelling units under current
entitlements and by the new proposed dwelling units in the amended scenario.

As described in the supply analysis, there is a substantial share of community and regional-serving retail
already located within the 3 — 8 mile range that residents are willing to drive for general purchases
(Macy’s, Target, Home Depot, Walmart). However, new residents are likely to desire and support
convenience neighborhood retail, such as grocery stores and other more frequent purchases, closer to
home, in the O — 2 mile range.

Retail Demand Methodology

The retail demand study first estimates the number of households anticipated in Village 2 within the next 5
to 10 years under current entitlements and the Village 2 Amendment. Household absorption has been
estimated based on an analysis of historical City of Chula Vista single family and multi-family home
absorption and a review of the City of Chula Vista 2012 5 Year Growth Forecast Report.

To estimate the retail spending per household, HR&A reviewed San Diego average retail spending per
household as reported by the Board of Equalization. There is approximately $45 billion in retail spending
countywide, or $41,000 per household. It should be noted that the San Diego average spending per
household includes spending by Mexican visitors and other tourist visitor spending. This analysis assumes
that the Village 2 retail will capture Mexican cross-border spending at an equivalent rate as the San
Diego County average. Proposed Village 2 retail is not in the prime location to capture Mexican visitor
spending, nonetheless its proximity to Otay Mesa is likely to make the retail capture of Mexican visitor
spending within the County average.

San Diego County retail spending has been adjusted to account for estimated tourism visitor spending in
Figure 16. Visitor spending is reported at $7.5 billion in 2011 by the San Diego Convention and Visitors
Board. Visitor spending includes retail, but also such categories as accommodation and transportation
spending. Using countywide hotel tax receipts also reported by the San Diego Convention and Visitors
Board, it is estimated that there is approximately $1.8 billion in visitor spending on accommodations.
Visitor restaurant and food service spending is estimated at 50 percent of the balance, or $2.9 billion, and
other retail spending is estimated at 20 percent of spending, or $1.1 billion. After adjustments for visitor
spending average household spending is $37,000 per household.



Figure 16: 2011 San Diego County Annual Taxable Retail Sales

Visitor
Spend.Ad;j.

San Diego San Diego
Type of Business County (000s) County (000s)

Retail and Food Senices

Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers $5,059,516 $5,059,516
Auto. Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores $548,121 $548,121

Home Furnishings and Appliance Stores $894,741 $894,741
Electronics and Appliance Stores $1,315,328 $1,315,328
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies $2,072,358 $2,072,358
Food and Beverage Stores $2,010,404 $1,820,817
Gasoline Stations $4,437,173 $4,437,173
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $2,988,756 $2,706,908
General Merchandise Stores $4,528,053 $4,101,045
Health and Personal Care Stores $869,965 $869,965
Food Senices and Drinking Places $5,214,419 $2,356,620
Other Retail Group $2,594,579 $2,349,903
Total Retail and Food Services $31,985,292 $27,984,373

All Other Outlets $13,105,090 $13,105,090
Totals All Outlets $45,090,382 $41,089,463
Spending per Household $41,407 $37,733

Source: CA Board of Equalization and HR&A

County wide retail spending per household is then adjusted to account for the difference in income
between the Otay Ranch area and San Diego County. Additionally, the retail demand analysis looks to
only capture spending in standard retail store categories. Thus, gas sales, automotive sales, and retail in
Other Outlets are excluded in Figure 17.

An estimate of the share of retail sales that are taxable by industry are applied to taxable sales to
estimate total retail sales.

Figure 17: Otay Ranch Adjusted Retail Spending per Household

San Diego Otay Ranch
Type of Business County Village
2012 Average HH Income $80,814 $91,471
Taxable
Sales Per Est. Total Income
Household Per HH Adjusted per
Spending by Type of Business (2011) Taxable Share Sales HH Spending
Retail and Food Senices
Auto. Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores $503 100% $503 $548
Home Furnishings $822 100% $822 $913
Electronics and Appliance Stores $1,208 100% $1,208 $1,343
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies $1,903 100% $1,903 $2,115
Food and Bewerage Stores $1,672 40% $4,180 $4,482
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $2,486 100% $2,486 $2,747
General Merchandise Stores $3,766 95% $3,964 $4,395
Health and Personal Care Stores $799 60% $1,331 $1,476
Food Senices and Drinking Places $2,164 80% $2,705 $2,941
Other Retail Group $2,158 100% $2,158 $2,361
Total Retail and Food Services $17,481 $21,261 $23,322

Source: HR&A



Average retail spending per household is then applied to projected new households in Village 2 to
estimate total retail spending by category.

As mentioned above, there will be significant competition for retail spending from existing retail centers in
the Otay Ranch areq, but Village 2 is still likely to capture local neighborhood spending, such as food and
grocery, food service, health and drug purchases and other convenience purchases. Capture rates are
applied to estimate the amount of each category of retail spending by new Village 2 residents that is
likely to occur in a neighborhood shopping center.

Retail Demand Estimates
Retail demand is estimated for Village 2 under existing entitlements and under the Village 2 Amendment.

Village 2 Existing Entitlements
Assuming that 2,980 new residents will be absorbed within Village 2 in the next 10 years under existing
entitlements, SPA residents will generate $60 million in spending, Figure 18.

Figure 18: Estimated Retail Spending of Village 2 Residents (Existing Entitlements)

Income Adj. 2014 - 2019

per Capita (includes
Primary Market (Village 2) Spending Existing) 2019 - 2024 2024-2028
Population Growth 2,531 452

Estimated Spending
Retail and Food Senvices

Auto. Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores $473 $1,197,997 $213,945 $0
Home Furnishings $789 $1,996,533 $356,552 $0
Electronics and Appliance Stores $1,160 $2,935,034 $524,155 $0
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies $1,827 $4,624,278 $825,829 $0
Food and Bewerage Stores $3,871 $9,798,005  $1,749,782 $0
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $2,372 $6,004,617 $1,072,338 $0
General Merchandise Stores $3,796 $9,606,948  $1,715,662 $0
Health and Personal Care Stores $1,275 $3,226,748 $576,251 $0
Food Senices and Drinking Places $2,540 $6,428,500 $1,148,037 $0
Other Retail Group $2,039 $5,161,896 $921,840 $0
Total Estimated Retail Spending (Excluding Vehicles and Gas) $50,980,556  $9,104,390 $0

Source: HR&A

Considering the retail within the competitive market, Village 2 is likely to capture approximately $34
million of this spending, or 56 percent, as shown in Figure 19.



Figure 19: Village 2 (Existing Entitlements) Retail Spending Capture

Est.

Neighborhood/

Community

City Share Center Retail
Primary Market (Village 2) of Market Capture 2014 - 2019 2019 - 2024 2024-2028

Capture of Retail Spending

Auto. Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores 100% 70% $838,598 $149,761 $0
Home Furnishings 100% 15% $299,480 $53,483 $0
Electronics and Appliance Stores 100% 15% $440,255 $78,623 $0
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies 100% 40%  $1,849,711 $330,332 $0
Food and Bewerage Stores 100% 90%  $8,818,204 $1,574,804 $0
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores 100% 20%  $1,200,923 $214,468 $0
General Merchandise Stores 100% 60%  $5,764,169 $1,029,397 $0
Health and Personal Care Stores 100% 80%  $2,581,399 $461,000 $0
Food Senices and Drinking Places 100% 65%  $4,178,525 $746,224 $0
Other Retail Group 100% 50%  $2,580,948 $460,920 $0
Total Estimated Retail Spending (Excl. Vehicles and Gas) $28,552,212  $5,099,012 $0

Source: HR&A

As shown in Figure 20, in total, Village 2, under existing entitlements, is likely to support approximately
95,000 square feet of new retail.

Maijor retail demand categories include food and beverage stores, general merchandise, health and
personal care stores, and food services and drinking places.

Figure 20: Village 2 (Existing Entitlements) Estimated Retail Demand Square Feet

Primary Market ( Village 2) 2014 - 2018 2019 - 2023 2024-2028
Est, Sales

Retail Spending Category per SF Retail Space (SF)
Auto. Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores $300 2,795 499 0 3,295
Home Furnishings $350 856 153 0 1,008
Electronics and Appliance Stores $400 1,101 197 0 1,297
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies $275 6,726 1,201 0 7,927
Food and Bewerage Stores $425 20,749 3,705 0 24,454
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $350 3,431 613 0 4,044
General Merchandise Stores $350 16,469 2,941 0 19,410
Health and Personal Care Stores $300 8,605 1,537 0 10,141
Food Senices and Drinking Places $375 11,143 1,990 0 13,133
Other Retail Group $300 8,603 1,536 0 10,140

Total Estimated Retail Square Feet Supported 80,477 14,372 0 94,849

Source: HR&A



Village 2 Amendment
Assuming that 4,545 new residents will be absorbed within Village 2 in the next 10 years under the
Village 2 Amendment , SPA residents will generate $90 million in spending, Figure 18.

Figure 21: Estimated Retail Spending of Village 2 Residents (Amendment Scenario)

Income Adj. 2014 - 2019

per Capita (includes
Primary Market (Village 2) Spending Existing) 2019 - 2024 2024-2028
Population Growth 2,531 1,430 584

Estimated Spending
Retail and Food Senvices

Auto. Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores $461 $1,167,668 $659,725 $269,426
Home Furnishings $769 $1,945,988  $1,099,472 $449,015
Electronics and Appliance Stores $1,130 $2,860,730 $1,616,295 $660,081
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies $1,781 $4,507,207 $2,546,545  $1,039,988
Food and Beverage Stores $3,773 $9,549,954  $5,395,668  $2,203,545
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $2,312 $5,852,602  $3,306,685  $1,350,423
General Merchandise Stores $3,700 $9,363,734  $5,290,454  $2,160,577
Health and Personal Care Stores $1,243 $3,145,059  $1,776,939 $725,687
Food Senices and Drinking Places $2,476 $6,265,753  $3,540,113  $1,445,753
Other Retail Group $1,988 $5,031,215  $2,842,607 $1,160,897
Total Estimated Retail Spending (Excluding Vehicles and Gas) $49,689,909 $28,074,504 $11,465,392

Source: HR&A

Considering the retail within the competitive market, the Village 2 Amendment scenario is likely to capture
approximately $50 million of this spending, or 56 percent, as shown in Figure 19.

Figure 22: Village 2 (Amendment Scenario) Retail Spending Capture

Est.

Neighborhood/

Community

City Share Center Retail
Primary Market (Village 2) of Market Capture 2014 -2019 2019 - 2024 2024-2028

Capture of Retail Spending

Auto. Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores 100% 70% $817,367 $461,808 $188,598
Home Furnishings 100% 15% $291,898 $164,921 $67,352
Electronics and Appliance Stores 100% 15% $429,109 $242,444 $99,012
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies 100% 40%  $1,802,883 $1,018,618 $415,995
Food and Beverage Stores 100% 90%  $8,594,959  $4,856,101  $1,983,191
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores 100% 20%  $1,170,520 $661,337 $270,085
General Merchandise Stores 100% 60%  $5,618,241 $3,174,273 $1,296,346
Health and Personal Care Stores 100% 80%  $2,516,047  $1,421,552 $580,550
Food Senices and Drinking Places 100% 65%  $4,072,739 $2,301,074 $939,739
Other Retail Group 100% 50%  $2,515,607 $1,421,303 $580,448
Total Estimated Retail Spending (Excl. Vehicles and Gas) $27,829,371  $15,723,430 $6,421,317

Source: HR&A



As shown in Figure 20, in total, the Village 2 Amendment is likely to support approximately 141,000

square feet of new retail.

Figure 23: Village 2 Amendment Estimated Retail Demand (Square Feet)

Primary Market ( Village 2)

Est. Sales

Retail Spending Category per SF
Auto. Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores $300
Home Furnishings $350
Electronics and Appliance Stores $400
Bldg. Matrl. And Garden Equip. and Supplies $275
Food and Beverage Stores $425
Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores $350
General Merchandise Stores $350
Health and Personal Care Stores $300
Food Senices and Drinking Places $375
Other Retail Group $300

Total Estimated Retail Square Feet Supported

Source: HR&A

Retail Conclusions

2014 - 2018 2019 - 2023

2,725
834
1,073
6,556
20,223
3,344
16,052
8,387
10,861
8,385
78,440

Retail Space (SF)

1,539
471
606

3,704

11,426

1,890

9,069

4,739

6,136

4,738

44,318

2024-2028 Total

629 4,893
192 1,498
248 1,926
1,513 11,773
4,666 36,316
772 6,006
3,704 28,825
1,935 15,060
2,506 19,503
1,935 15,058
18,099 140,857

Under existing entitlements Village 2 is projected to support 95,000 square feet of retail. This is 35,000
square feet less than the 130,000 square feet of retail currently entitled for the village. However, the
Village 2 Amendment is projected to support its proposed 130,000 square feet of retail.
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Appendix Figure 1: South San Diego Historical Employment

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 CAGR

2002 - 2011

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 206 206 249 233 205 256 386 261 1,256 255 2.16%
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 6 2 7.18%
Utilities 180 150 179 197 181 233 316 360 678 441 9.37%
Construction 2,721 2,322 2,719 2,582 2,945 2,902 2,364 2,376 1,874 1,993 -3.07%
Manufacturing 8,549 7,046 6,696 6,982 6,994 7,138 7,275 7,024 6,894 7,375 -1.47%
Wholesale Trade 3,713 3,732 3,685 3,842 4,067 3,904 4,073 3,738 4,149 4,164 1.15%
Retail Trade 10,634 11,005 11,410 12,199 12,648 13,371 12,960 12,536 13,594 14,570 3.20%
Transportation and Warehousing 2,071 2,008 2,368 2,496 2,566 2,495 2,644 2,543 2,779 2,973 3.68%
Information 1,015 858 736 765 800 799 853 710 887 883 -1.38%
Finance and Insurance 1,631 1,756 1,893 2,016 2,088 2,075 2,078 1,955 2,235 2,136 2.73%
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 1,379 1,506 1,431 1,490 1,463 1,433 1,376 1,412 1,366 1,630 1.69%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Sencs 1,798 2,119 2,348 2,597 2,662 2,228 2,202 2,545 2,869 2,975 5.16%
Management of Companies and Enterprises 520 554 569 451 228 488 565 432 483 427 -1.95%
Admin & Support, Waste Mngmt. 2,549 2,766 2,757 2,930 2,839 2,447 2,940 2,173 2,883 3,140 2.11%
Educational Senices 12,782 11,475 12,413 12,852 13,127 12,650 13,216 13,093 12,918 12,651 -0.10%
Health Care and Social Assistance 5,855 6,368 6,569 6,959 6,783 7,264 7,881 8,253 8,591 8,498 3.80%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 856 1,127 1,173 1,196 1,361 1,646 1,756 1,913 2,025 2,047 9.11%
Accommodation and Food Senices 6,013 6,219 6,491 6,618 6,593 7,032 7,490 7,404 7,952 8,217 3.17%
Other Senices (excluding Public Admin.) 2,680 2,925 2,983 3,323 3,838 5,624 6,012 6,248 6,293 5,930 8.27%
Public Administration 911 954 997 1,056 1,121 1,166 1,183 1,131 3,104 2,779 11.80%
Total Jobs 66,064 65,096 67,667 70,785 72,510 75,151 77,570 76,107 82,836 83,086 2.32%

Source: Census LQEW and HR&A



Appendix Figure 2: Industrial Job Estimation

Industrial % 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 CAGR
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 40% 82 82 100 93 82 102 154 104 502 102 2.16%
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 25% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 7.18%
Utilities 40% 72 60 72 79 72 93 126 144 271 176 9.37%
Construction 20% 544 464 544 516 589 580 473 475 375 399 -3.07%
Manufacturing 9%5% 8,122 6,694 6,361 6633 6644 6,781 6911 6,673 6,549 7,006 -1.47%
Wholesale Trade 95% 3,527 3,545 3,501 3,650 3,864 3,709 3,869 3,551 3,942 3,956 1.15%
Retail Trade 5% 532 550 571 610 632 669 648 627 680 729 3.20%
Transportation and Warehousing 95% 1,967 1,908 2,250 2,371 2,438 2,370 2,512 2,416 2,640 2,824 3.68%
Information 5% 51 43 37 38 40 40 43 36 44 44 -1.38%
Finance and Insurance 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 15% 207 226 215 224 219 215 206 212 205 245 1.69%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Sercs 5% 90 106 117 130 133 111 110 127 143 149 5.16%
Management of Companies and Enterprises 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Admin & Support, Waste Mngmt. 20% 510 553 551 586 568 489 588 435 577 628 2.11%
Educational Senices 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health Care and Social Assistance 5% 293 318 328 348 339 363 394 413 430 425 3.80%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 5% 43 56 59 60 68 82 88 96 101 102 9.11%
Accommodation and Food Senices 5% 301 311 325 331 330 352 375 370 398 411 3.17%
Other Senvices (excluding Public Admin.) 5% 134 146 149 166 192 281 301 312 315 297 8.27%
Public Administration 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Jobs 16,474 15,064 15,178 15,835 16,211 16,239 16,798 15,990 17,173 17,492 0.60%

Source: Census LQEW and HR&A



Appendix Figure 3: Historical Chula Vista Absorption

Housing Single Multi

Units Family Family Total
2000 35,671 19,975 55,646
2001 37,215 20,441 57,656
2002 39,286 21,305 60,591
2003 40,969 22,545 63,514
2004 42,986 23,235 66,221
2005 45,163 24,066 69,229
2006 46,446 25,308 71,754
2007 47,133 26,067 73,200
2008 47,614 26,417 74,031
2009 47,817 26,722 74,539
2010 51,938 27,478 79,416
2011 52,155 27,625 79,780
2012 52,522 27,886 80,408
Change in Single Multi

Housing Family Family Total
2000

2001 1,544 466 2,010
2002 2,071 864 2,935
2003 1,683 1,240 2,923
2004 2,017 690 2,707
2005 2,177 831 3,008
2006 1,283 1,242 2,525
2007 687 759 1,446
2008 481 350 831
2009 203 305 508
2010 190 200 390
2011 217 147 364
2012 367 261 628

Source: California Department of Finance E-5 Data and HR&A



Appendix Figure 4: Chula Vista Forecasted Growth (Based on permits)

Growth Forecast Report 2013 2014 2015 2016 Average
Village 2

Single Family 115 85 103 49 112
Multi Family 137 98 95 37 154

Other Otay Ranch Villages
Single Family 86 239 355 400 236
Multi Family 220 668 715 711 473

Total Otay Ranch

Single Family 201 324 458 449 348
Multi Family 357 766 810 748 628
Total 558 1,090 1,268 1,197 975
Total Eastern Chula Vista 615 1,092 1,276 1,205 1,107
Total Chula Vista 662 1,219 1,448 1,210 1,180

Source: City of Chula Vista 2012 Residential Growth Forecast Report



Appendix Figure 5: Estimated Village 2 Residential Absorption

Preliminary

Residential Unit

Absorption Estimate 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Village 2

Single Family 100 150 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200
Multi Family 200 300 300 300 300 400 400 400 400 400 400
Total Village 2 Units 300 450 500 500 500 600 600 600 600 600 600

Source: HR&A





